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I .  SUMMARY 


The  San  Francisco  Executive  Park  is  an  office  park/hotel/ 
restaurant  complex  proposed  for  construction  on  a  71-acre  site 
in  southern  San  Francisco  between  Candlestick  Park  and  the 
James  Lick  Freeway   (U.S.   101)   on  the  south  slope  of  Bayview 
Hill.     The  development  would  include  853,000  square  feet  of 
office  space,  140,000  square  feet  of  convention/restaurant 
space  and  shops,   118,000  square  feet  of  hotel,  and  parking  for 
nearly  3,900  vehicles.     The  project  buildings  would  be  sited 
on  terraces  at  three  levels  and  would  be  constructed  in  four 
phases : 

1.  138,000  square  feet  of  office  space  and  14,000  square  feet 
of  restaurant  area  contained  in  three  3-story  buildings, 
parking  for  568  cars.     Completion  date  1977. 

2.  96,000  square  feet  of  office  space  in  two  3-story  buildings 
and  74,900  square  feet  of  office  space  in  two  2-story 
buildings  on  a  terrace  50  feet  lower  than  the  3-story 
buildings;  parking  for  605  cars.     Completion  date  1979. 

3.  A  275-room  hotel  with  110,000  square  feet  of  space  and  a 
restaurant-convention/meeting  complex  of  63,900  square 
feet;  parking  for  505  cars.     Completion  date  1979. 

4.  Two  15-story  towers  with  507,000  square  feet  of  office 
space  placed  over  three  floors  of  underground  parking, 
and  47,000  square  feet  of  office  space  and  61,400  square 
feet  of  shops  in  four  2-story  buildings  forming  edges  of 

a  central  courtyard.     The  parking  garage  would  have  spaces 
for  2,215  vehicles.     Completion  date  1981. 


For  the  proposed  project  to  be  implemented,  a  zoning  change 
would  have  to  be  made  and  the  40-foot  height  limit  would  have 
to  be  reclassified  to  allow  construction  of  the  15-story 
(approximately  200  feet  in  height)   high-rise  towers. 


Implementation  of  the  San  Francisco  Executive  Park  proposal 
would  increase  the  volume  of  traffic  on  the  freeway,  access 
ramps,  and  neighborhood  streets  and  raise  levels  of  noise  and 
air  pollution;   increase  the  demand  for  water,  electricity,  and 
natural  gas;  extend  the  need  for  sewage-treatment,  stormwater 


and  solid  waste  disposal  facilities;  and  block  views  of  Bayview 
Hill  with  two  15-story  high-rise  towers. 

Nearly  4,900  jobs  would  be  created  by  the  project,  half  of 
which  would  probably  be  filled  by  commuters  to  the  City.  The 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  would  receive  an  increase  of 
$1,750,000  in  annual  property,  payroll,  hotel  room,  and  sales 
taxes.     Over  $190,000    is  estimated  for  the  annual  cost  of  muni- 
cipal services  needed  to  meet  the  public  street  maintenance, 
and  sanitary  sewage  treatment  demands  of  the  proposed  develop- 
ment . 

The  outdoor  comfort  of  the  project  users  would  be  affected  by 
the  wind  as  it  flows  around  the  high-rise  buildings,  although 
the  major  impacts  would  be  mitigated  by  siting  of  the  buildings, 
canopies  at  the  base  of  the  towers  to  deflect  the  wind  at  low 
levels,  the  shape  of  the  towers  and  landscaping.     The  struc- 
tures on  the  project  would  have  to  have  special  noise  insula- 
tion provisions  to  mitigate  the  traffic  generated  sound  from 
the  adjacent  freeway  on  the  west  side  of  the  site. 

The  structures  and  parking  lots  would  be  landscaped  and  some 
1,000  native  trees  would  be  planted  on  the  30  acres  of  unde- 
veloped space  remaining  on  the  71-acre  site. 

During  the  five  year  construction  period  there  would  be  dis- 
ruption of  the  area  by  construction  generated  noise,  dust  and 
traffic.     Mitigation  measures  would  be  implemented  to  minimize 
the  disruptions  and  hazards  of  construction. 

Alternatives  discussed  in  this  document  include  the  no  project 
alternative,  use  of  the  site  for  open  space  and  recreation 
activities,   residential  use,   light  industrial  use,   a  reduction 
in  density  with  the  same  use  as  the  proposed  project,  and  the 
proposed  project  density  without  the  high-rise  towers. 
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II.      PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.  LOCATION 

The  proposed  San  Francisco  Executive  Park  is  located  in  the 
southeast  corner  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco   (Figure  1) . 
Situated  on  the  southerly  boundary  of  the  City  and  County,  the 
71-acre  site  lies  east  of  Highway  101  and  immediately  west  of 
Candlestick  Park, in  the  South  Bayshore  Planning  District  (Figure  2, 
page  4  and  11,  page  32) .     Highway  101  furnishes  direct  access  from 
downtown  San  Francisco   (six  miles)   and  the  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport   (six  miles) .     The  Cow  Palace,  a  convention, 
sports,  and  special  activities  center,  is  1.7  miles  to  the  west 
and  Candlestick  Park  stadium  is  near  the  east  side  of  the  pro- 
ject site. 

The  property  is  Lot  69,  Assessor's  Block  4991.     It  is  bounded 
on  the  west  by  the  James  Lick  Freeway   (U.S.   101);  on  the  south 
by  Harney  and  Alanna  Ways;  on  the  east  by  City  property  next 
to  Jamestown  Avenue;  and  on  the  north  by  Bayview  Park,  the 
uppermost  portion  of  Bayview  Hill.     Blanken  Avenue  bisects  the 
site  and  connects  via  a  tunnel  under  Highway  101  with  the 
Little  Hollywood  area   (Figures  2  and  11)   of  San  Francisco. 

B.  PROJECT  OBJECTIVES 

The  objectives  of  the  proposed  project  are: 

1.  To  provide  a  suburban  office  park  in  San  Francisco  with 
restaurant,  hotel,  and  convention/meeting  facilities  in 
a  setting  of  park  areas  with  trees,  lawns,  and  pools. 

2.  To  attract  additional  businesses  to  San  Francisco  and 
retain  those  that  might  be  considering  leaving  the  City 
for  a  more  convenient  suburban  location. 

3.  To  obtain  a  return  on  the  applicant's  investment.  The 
project  site  is  owned  by  Macor,  Inc.  and  Sunset  Properties, 
Inc.,  and  the  project  sponsor  and  developer  is  the  Yerby 
Corporation,  all  of  San  Francisco.     The  architect  is 
Design  and  Engineering  Systems,   Inc. ,  of  Redwood  City. 
Other  technical  specialists  involved  with  the  project  are 
listed  in  Section  XI. 
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C.      GENERAL  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  proposed  project  would  include  853,000  square  feet  of 
office  space,   140,000  square  feet  of  convention/restaurant 
space  and  shops,  118,000  square  feet  of  hotel,  and  parking 
for  nearly  3,900  vehicles   (Figure  3).     The  site  lies  on  the 
south  slope  of  Bayview  Hill   (Figure  3A)   and  consists  of  a 
series  of  terraces  with  steeply-sloped  banks  between.  The 
project  buildings  would  be  sited  on  these  terraces  at  three 
different  levels   (Figure  4)   and  would  be  constructed  in  four 
phases : 

— The  first  phase   (Area  1)   consists  of  138,000  square  feet 
of  office  space  and  14,000  square  feet  of  restaurant  area 
contained  in  three  3-story  buildings  placed  around  a  cen- 
tral courtyard  with  parking  for  570  cars.     The  at-grade 
parking  lots  serving  the  area  would  have  access  from  the 
extension  of  Blanken  Avenue  and  Harney  Way,  and  would  be 
screened  by  landscaping. 

— The  second  phase   (Area  1A)  would  include  96,000  square 
feet  of  office  space  in  two  3-story  buildings  on  an 
elevation  approximately  the  same  as  Area  3,  and  74,200 
square  feet  of  office  space  in  two  2-story  buildings 
about  50  feet  lower  than  the  upper  terrace.     The  four 
buildings  would  contain  a  total  of  171,000  square  feet, 
and  parking  spaces  for  605  cars  would  be  included:  339 
on  the  upper  terrace  and  266  on  the  lower.     Both  parking 
lots  would  be  at-grade  with  perimeter  landscaping; 
Blanken  Avenue  and  Harney  Way  would  furnish  access. 

— Phase  three   (Area  2)  would  include  a  275-room  hotel  with 
110,000  square  feet  of  space,  a  restaurant-convention/ 
meeting  complex  of  63,900  square  feet  and  parking  for 
505  cars.     The  area  would  have  access  from  Alanna  and 
Harney  Ways  for  Area  1. 

--Phase  four   (Area  3)  would  add  507,000  square  feet  of 
office  space  in  two  15-story  towers  placed  over  three 
floors  of  underground  parking,  and  47,000  square  feet 
of  office  space  and  61,400  square  feet  of  shops  in  four 
2-story  buildings  forming  the  edges  of  a  central  court- 
yard.    The  parking  garage  would  have  spaces  for  2,215 
vehicles  and  would  be  reached  from  Blanken  Avenue. 


The  2-  and  3-story  office  buildings  would  contrast  with  the 
office  towers  by  emphasizing  a  suburban  character  and  scale, 
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SECTION  A -A   looking  west 


FIGURE   4.      SECTIONS  THROUGH  PROJECT 
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rezoned  C-2   (Community  Business  District)  and  a  reclassifica- 
tion of  height  limits  from  40  feet  to  200  feet  made  to  enable 
construction  of  the  15-story  office  towers.     The  Environmental 
Impact  Report  would  have  to  be  certified  by  the  Planning  Com- 
mission before  consideration  of  the  zoning  changes.  Before 
any  specific  use  permits   (e.g. ,  water  and  electrical  connec- 
tions, realignment  of  Blanken  Avenue)   could  be  issued,  the 
Planning  Commission  would  have  to  approve  the  zoning  changes. 

Upon  receipt  of  the  rezoning,  height  reclassification,  and 
other  required  permits,  project  construction  would  begin  under 
the  following  schedule: 

Area  1:  begin  1976,  complete  1977 

Area  1A:  begin  1978,  complete  1979 

Area  2:  begin  1978,  complete  1979 

Area  3:  begin  1979,  complete  1981 
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utilizing  dark-stained  wood  siding  and  wood  trim.  Windows 
would  have  solar  bronze  glass  set  in  bronze  anodized  aluminum. 


The  structures  and  parking  lots  would  be  landscaped,  and  some 
1,000  native  trees  and  shrubs  would  be  planted  on  the  30  acres 
of  undeveloped  space  remaining  on  the  71-acre  site.     Most  of 
these  trees  and  shrubs  would  be  planted  on  the  steep  slopes 
between  the  buildings  and  the  Bayview  Park.     Although  the 
landscaping  would  be  designed  to  complement  the  appearance  of 
Bayview  Park,  no  direct  pedestrian  access  is  planned  from  the 
site  to  the  park.     Maintenance  of  planted  areas  and  of  the 
project  as  a  whole  would  be  insured  under  covenants  made  at 
the  onset  of  development  that  would  impose  architectural  con- 
trol and  maintenance  requirements  on  all  users  of  the  project. 
Provision  would  also  be  made  for  security  surveillance  and 
patrols  for  the  common  benefit  of  project  owners  and  users. 

D.  COST 

Development  in  terms  of  construction  by  phases  would  cost  in 
1975  dollars: 


Office  space  is  designed  to  rent  about  $0.73  per  square  foot. 
The  hotel  is  designed  to  accommodate  overnight  tourists  and 
business  persons  and  convention  crowds  using  the  Cow  Palace  or 
the  project's  convention/meeting  facilities.     Room  rates  would 
be  in  the  range  of  $25-$35  per  night  per  person. 

E.      SCHEDULING  OF  PROJECT 

Part  of  the  project  area  is  zoned  R-l   (One  Family  Residential 
District)   and  the  rest  M-l   (Light  Industrial  District) .  For 
the  project  to  be  implemented,  the  site  would  have  to  be 


Phase  I 
Phase  II 
Phase  III 
Phase  IV 


$  6,300,000 
6,800,000 
8,700,000 
26,600,000 


Total 


$48,400,000 
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rezoned  C-2   (Community  Business  District)   and  a  reclassifica- 
tion of  height  limits  from  40  feet  to  200  feet  made  to  enable 
construction  of  the  15-story  office  towers.     The  Environmental 
Impact  Report  would  have  to  be  certified  by  the  Planning  Com- 
mission before  consideration  of  the  zoning  changes.  Before 
any  specific  use  permits   (e.g.,  water  and  electrical  connec- 
tions, realignment  of  Blanken  Avenue)   could  be  issued,  the 
Planning  Commission  would  have  to  approve  the  zoning  changes. 

Upon  receipt  of  the  rezoning,  height  reclassification,  and 
other  required  permits,  project  construction  would  begin  under 
the  following  schedule: 

Area  1:  begin  1976,  complete  1977 

Area  1A:  begin  1978,  complete  1979 

Area  2:  begin  1978,  complete  1979 

Area  3:  begin  1979,  complete  1981 
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III.     ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


1.  Topography 

The  topography  of  the  proposed  project  site  is  characterized  by 
a  series  of  terraces  or  benches  with  steep  slopes  separating 
the  levels  on  the  upper  portions  of  the  site  and  more  gentle 
transitional  slopes  on  the  southern    portion   (Figure  5) .  Most 
of  the  site  has  been  terraced  and  few  signs  of  the  natural 
topography  remain."*"    The  property  rises  at  its  northerly  bound- 
ary line  to  elevations  of  250  to  390  feet.     Candlestick  Hill 
crests  at  an  elevation  of  450  feet. 

The  southwest  corner  of  the  site  contains  a  small  area  of  fill 
(Figure  6,  page  15)   that  is  relatively  flat.     The  areas  on  the 
southerly  portions  of  the  site  are  broadly  terraced  compared  to 
the  narrower  benches  higher  on  the  hillside   (Figures  7,  page  16; 
8,  page  17;  and  9,  page  18) .     The  southern  property  line  ranges 
in  elevation  from  10  to  20  feet  above  sea  level. 

2 .  Geology/  Soils ,  and  Seismicity 

Information  contained  in  a  preliminary  geologic  engineering 

2 

study  prepared  by  Dames  and  Moore    indicated  that  rocks  exposed 

3 

at  the  project  site  are  part  of  the  Franciscan    group,  consisting 
of  predominantly  sedimentary  rocks  roughly  100  to  150  million 
years  old. 


Dames  and  Moore,  Preliminary  geological  engineering  study, 
slope  stability  and  general  subsurface  conditions,  proposed 
development,  Candlestick  Cove,  San  Francisco,  California,  1969. 

2Ibid. 
3 

Franciscan  rocks  are  typical  of  the  northern  California  Coast 
Ranges  and  underlie  the  hills  of  San  Francisco.     They  consist 
of  a  mixture  of  dark-colored  muddy  sediments,  red,  green  and 
brown  cherts  and  lava  flows  of  black  basalt,  all  material  laid 
down  on  the  floor  of  the  Pacific  Ocean  about  100  million  years 
ago. 
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FIGURE  5.     EXISTING  TOPOGRAPHY 
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The  rocks  on  the  site  can  be  classified  in  three  major  types: 


A  very  fine-  to  medium-grained  altered 
volcanic  rock  with  primarily  basaltic^ 
composition  ranging  in  color  from  greenish 
to  yellow-orange  or  rust-brown. 


Fine-  to  medium-grained  sandstone  with 
smaller  amounts  of  interbedded  shales 
and  siltstones.     The  rocks  are  brown  where 
weathered  and  dark  grey  where  fresh. 

A  silica-rich  microcrystalline  sedimentary 
rock.     At  the  site  it  is  either  a  thinly- 
layered  sequence  of  red  rock,  yellow-white 
or  green  rock  or  a  massive  red  colored  rock 
with  baked  slickensided   (polished  and 
striated)  surfaces. 


As  shown  in  Figure  6,  the  distribution  of  rock  types  on  the 

site  consists  of  a  central  band  of  sandstone  and  shale  roughly 

4  00  feet  wide,  flanked  on  both  sides  by  greenstone.     The  hill 

is  capped  by  chert,  which  is  highly  resistant  to  weathering, 

and  chert  exposures  are  scattered  over  the  site.     A  localized 

3 

instance  of  serpentinization    was  noted  at  the  site  and  other 
exposures  of  this  material  may  be  encountered,  although  not  in 
any  volume  that  would  affect  the  proposed  development. 


The  residual  soils  that  formerly  covered  the  upland  portions  of 
the  site  showed  large  shallow  unstable  areas  but  have  been 
almost  completely  removed  by  earthwork  over  the  last  25  years. 


By  gradual  process  of  changes  due  to  pressure  and  chemical 
composition. 

A  type  of  volcanic  rock  which  is  basically  igneous,  rich  in 
iron  and  magnesium  and  poor  in  silica. 

Serpentinization  is  described  as  a  chemical  alteration  of  rock 
frequently  resulting  in  weak,  unstable  sections;   it  is  asso- 
ciated with  shear  zones   (areas  caused  by  shearing  and  faulting 
of  large  blocks  or  rock  at  great  depths  below  the  surface  of 
the  earth) .     The  serpentinization  process  is  not  completely 
understood  by  geologists. 


Greenstone : 


Sedimentary 
rocks : 


Chert: 


-  19  - 


The  lower  portions  of  the  site  are  underlain  by  residual  soils 

formed  by  the  in-place  weathering  of  rock  and  alluvial1  soils 

formed  by  erosion  and  deposition.     A  former  lagoon  area  in  the 

southwest  portion  of  the  site  was  partly  filled  by  natural 

alluvial  deposition  due  to  erosion  of  the  surrounding  hills  and 

completely  filled   (more  than  eight  feet)   for  foundation  support 

of  old  government  housing   (now  removed)   and  the  construction  of 

Harney  Way.     Dames  and  Moore  indicate  that  the  soft  fill 

2 

deposits  have  probably  consolidated     under  existing  loads. 

Bayview  Hill  has  been  a  source  of  sanitary  land  fill  since 
1963,  and  about  2  million  cubic  yards  of  earth  and  rock  have 
been  excavated. 

Two  moderately  large  recent  landslides  and  numerous  slipouts 
and  slumps  are  observed  at  the  site.     The  slopes  involving 
greenstone  and  chert  would  probably  remain  stable  except  when 
extremely  weathered.     The  major  problem  slides  occur  in  sedi- 
mentary rocks   (the  interbedded  sandstones  and  shales) ,  which 
are  susceptible  to  erosion  and  slumping  when  sheared  and 
weathered. 

The  project  site  lies  within  a  region  of  high  seismic  activity. 

3 

The  San  Francisco  Seismic  safety  investigation     indicates  that 

4 

no  active  faults     are  known  to  exist  within  the  City  of  San 
Francisco.     Two  active  faults  can  affect  the  project  site: 


Deposits  of  sand,  mud,  etc. ,    (sedimentary  matter)   formed  by 
the  action  of  heavy  water. 

The  decrease  of  the  porous  spaces  of  Bay  mud  over  a  period  of 
several  years,  and  the  forcing  together  of  clay  grains, 
thereby  increasing  the  carrying  strength  of  the  soil. 

John  A.  Blume  and  Associates,  Seismic  safety  investigation, 
prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning, 
1974. 

A  fault  is  a  surface  or  zone  of  rock  fracture  along  which 
there  has  been  displacement  ranging  from  a  few  inches  to  a 
few  yards     in  scale.     Inactive  faults  are  those  along  which 
no  movement  is  known  to  have  occurred  in  the  last  10,000  years. 
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the  San  Andreas  Fault  is  approximately  five  miles  west  of  the 
site  in  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  the  Hayward  fault  lies  approxi- 
mately thirteen  miles  to  the  east. 

The  Blume  report  estimated  the  intensity  of  future  ground  shak- 
ing at  most  of  the  site   (based  on  the  magnitude  and  proximity 
of  the  1906  earthquake)  to  be  weak   (Category  E)  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  fill  area  in  the  southwest  corner  which  is  class- 
ified as  violent   (Category  B) .     A  section  of  the  site  near  the 
entrance  of  Blanken  Avenue  on  the  west  is  classified  as  very 
strong   (Category  C).''' 

The  Blume  report  classifies  the  portions  of  the  site  immediately 
adjacent  to  Harney  Way  as  areas  of  major  potential  liquefaction 
hazard  and  major  potential  subsidence  hazard   (Figure  6,  page  15). 

3 .     Climate  and  Air  Quality 
a.     Climate  and  Comfort 

The  climate  of  San  Francisco  is  dominated  by  the  sea  breeze 
characteristic  of  marine  climates.     As  a  result  of  this  steady 
stream  of  marine  air,  there  are  few  extremes  of  heat  or  cold. 
Temperatures  exceed  90  degrees  on  an  average  of  once  a  year  and 
drop  below  freezing  less  than  once  a  year.     The  warmest  month 


B:     violent.     Fairly  general  collapse  of  brick  and  frame 
structures.     Lateral  displacement  of  streets,  bending 
of  railroad  rails  and  ground  fissuring. 

C:     very  strong.     Masonry  badly  cracked  with  occasional 
collapse  of  frame  buildings. 

E:     weak.     Occasional  fall  of  brick  chimneys  and  plaster. 

■ 

Subsidence:     subject  to  settling  of  the  earth. 

Liquefaction:     the  transformation  of  granular  material  from 
a  solid  state  into  a  liquefield  state  as  a  consequence  of 
increased  stress  often  the  result  of  energy  released  by  earth- 
quakes. 
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is  September,  with  an  average  daily  maximum  temperature  of  69 
degrees;  the  coolest  is  January,  with  an  average  daily  maximum 
of  56  degrees.     Rainfall  in  the  San  Francisco-San  Mateo  area 
averages  19.5  inches  per  year,  with  the  heaviest  fall  occurring 
from  October  through  May.     Peak  storms  have  been  known  to 
deliver  an  average  of  4.55  inches  of  rain  during  January,  the 
month  of  heaviest  precipitation.''" 

The  Bayview-Candlestick  Hill  is  often  exposed  to  winds  and  cool 
2 

weather.       The  project  site  is  located  downwind  of  the  Alemany 
Gap,  by  far  the  largest  airflow  pass  through  San  Francisco 
(Figure  1,  page  3).     Because  of  topographic  effects,  Candle- 
stick Park  is  foggy  at  times  when  all  other  areas  of  the  City 

3 

are  clear;     however,  residents  of  the  Little  Hollywood  area 

state  that  typically  the  fog  stops  short  of  their  neighborhood 
4 

and  the  site. 


Because  the  site  is  downwind  of  the  nearly-constant  flow  of  air 
through  the  Alemany  Gap,  the  prevailing  wind  direction  at  the 
site  shows  less  variability  than  other  areas  of  San  Francisco. 
In  summer  the  winds  are  almost  exclusively  from  the  southwest 
and  west  due  to  the  topography   (as  contrasted  to  most  areas  of 
San  Francisco,  where  summer  winds  are  from  the  northwest)  of 
Alemany  Gap  and  the  John  McLaren  Park  hill   (Figure  2,  page  4). 
Winds  during  other  seasons  are  more  variable.     They  are  highest 
in  spring  and  summer,  when  afternoon  winds  exceed  15  miles  per 


U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Local  climatological  data,  San 
Francisco  Federal  office  building,  1972 .  ~~ 

W.  A.  Perkins  and  J.  E.  Cermak,   Investigations  of  the  Candle- 
stick Park  wind  problem,  Vol.   Ill:     Conclusions,  recommenda- 
tions, and  summary  of  investigations"     Metronics  Associates, 
Inc.,  August  1963. 

H.  Gilliam,  Weather  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region  (Berkeley: 
Univeristy  of  California  Press),  1962. 

Henry  Schindel,  President  of  the  Visitacion  Valley  Improvement 
Association,   personal  interview  March  28,  1976. 
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hour  85  percent  of  the  time  and  may  reach  as  high  as  35-40 

miles  per  hour."*"    The  potential  for  uncomfortable  outdoor  con- 

2  .  .  . 

ditions    on  the  site  is  high.     Candlestick  Park,  immediately 

east  of  the  site,  is  well  known  for  uncomfortable  conditions 

due  to  wind,  fog,  and  temperatures. 

Wind  tunnel  studies  of  the  project  site  were  conducted  by  Envi- 
ronmental Impact  Planning  Corporation  (Appendix  B) .     The  tests 
showed  that  large  variations  in  wind  exposure  were  found  over 
the  site.     The  upper  areas  were  very  windy  (45  to  70  miles  per 
hour)  especially  along  the  flat  terraces.     The  western  portion 
is  sheltered  by  the  elevated  James  Lick  Freeway,  particularly1 
during  westerly  winds.     The  rest  of  the  site  is  moderately 
windy  (21  to  44  miles  per  hour) ,  except  for  small  areas  shel- 
tered by  local  terrain  features. 

b.     Air  Quality 

Air  quality  in  San  Francisco  is  generally  good,  with  contam- 
inant levels  exceeding  the  ambient  air  quality  standards  only 
a  few  days  a  year.     Persistent  westerly  winds  and  San  Fran- 
cisco's upwind  position  with  respect  to  major  pollutant  sources 
combine  to  give  San  Francisco  possibly  the  cleanest  air  in  the 
Bay  Area. 

In  determining  the  quality  of  air,  several  basic  pollutants  are 
considered: 

— Carbon  monoxide  (CO)   is  a  clear,  odorless  gas  which  in 
high  concentrations  can  cause  dizziness,  unconsciousness, 
and  even  death.     The  major  sources  of  carbon  monoxide  is 
the  automobile.     High  concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide 
are  mainly  a  local  problem,  occurring  near  areas  of  heavy 
auto  traffic  when  ventilation  is  poor. 


Perkins  and  Cermak,  op.  cit. 

i 

When  winds  and  temperature  cause  the  body  (without  more  than  one 
layer  of  clothing)  to  lose  heat  faster  than  it  is  generated. 
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— Photochemical  oxidant.     Photochemical  oxidant — also  known 
as  smog — results  from  a  complicated  reaction  between 
nitrogen  dioxide  and  organic  compounds  under  the  influence 
of  ultraviolet  rays  of  sunshine.     Production  of  oxidant 
smog  is  promoted  on  warm,  sunny  days  when  ventilation  is 
low. 

— Oxides  of  nitrogen.     These  gases,  mainly  nitric  oxide  (NO) 
and  nitrogen  dioxide   (NO2) f  are  formed  during  combustion  at 
high  temperatures.     Their  main  source  is  automobiles. 
They  react  with  sunlight  in  the  atmosphere  and  are  involved 
in  the  production  of  photochemical  oxidant. 

— Suspended  particulates.     Suspended  particulates  are  liquid 
or  solid  particles  suspended  in  the  air.     Much  of  this 
particulate  matter  is  of  natural  origin;   in  industrialized 
areas  man-made  varieties  are  far  more  prevalent. 

— Hydrocarbons .     Hydrocarbons  are  the  result  of  incomplete 
combustion  and  range  in  complexity  from  simple  gases  to 
complex  compounds.     This  pollutant  is  important  because  of 
its  ability  to  react  in  the  atmosphere  with  oxides  of  nitro- 
gen to  form  photochemical  smog. 

Health  effects  of  important  pollutants  in  the  Bay  Area  are 
described  below. 


Pollutant 
Oxidant 

Carbon  monoxide 

Suspended  particulates 
Nitrogen  dioxide 


Health  Effects 

Eye  irritation,  aggrava- 
tion of  respiratory 
diseases 

Reduction  of  oxygen  in 
bloodstream 

Respiratory  disease 

Aggravation  of  respira- 
tory disease 


Table  1  summarizes  ambient  air  quality  standards  applicable  in 
California.     The  State  standards  are  specific  concentrations 
and  durations  of  air  pollutants  that  reflect  the  relationship 
and  the  intensity  and  composition  of  pollution  to  effects  on 
humans  such  as  watering  of  the  eyes,  aggravation  of  respiratory 
maladies,  etc.     The  State  standards  are  target  values;  no 
timetable  exists  for  their  attainment. 
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The  Federal  primary  standards  represent  levels  of  air  quality 
necessary  for  protection  of  public  health,  with  an  adequate 
margin  of  safety.     The  provisions  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  as 
amended  in  1970  require  that  by  1975,  or  by  1977  if  an  exten- 
sion is  granted,  the  Federal  standards  should  not  be  exceeded 
more  than  once  per  year.^" 

The  project  site  currently  contains  no  pollutant  sources; 
however,  it  is  immediately  adjacent  to  and  normally  downwind 
of  U.S.  Highway  101.     It  is  also  occasionally  exposed  to 
pollutants  from  congested  traffic  volumes  on  Harney  Way  and 
U.S.   101  generated  by  crowds  at  Candlestick  Stadium. 

Current  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  on  the  site  have  been 

2  ... 
estimated.       under  adverse  meteorological  conditions   (e.g. , 

light  winds  and  high  atmospheric  stability) .     During  the  peak 

traffic  hour,  concentrations  at  the  west  end  of  the  site  are 

estimated  to  be  about  45  percent  of  the  national  ambient  air 

quality  standard.     The  peak  eight-hour  average  concentration, 

calibrated  for  1975,  is  66  percent  of  the  standard. 

The  Bay  Area  has  been  designated  as  an  Air  Quality  Maintenance 
Area   (AQMA) .     This  necessitates  the  preparation  of  an  Air  Qual- 
ity Maintenance  Plan   (AQMP) ,  as  part  of  the  State  Implemen- 
tation Plan.     Preparation  of  the  Plan  began  in  January  1976, 
and  will  take  two  years  to  complete.     The  Plan  will  consist 
of  control  measures  and  strategies  that  will  maintain  the 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards   (NAAQS)  once  they  have 
been  attained.     The  Bay  Area  AQMP  is  being  developed  by  a  task 
force  under  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments.  The 
process  is  overseen  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board,  and 
the  eventual  plan  must  be  approved  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency. 

•*-In  1974  the  standard  for  oxidants  was  exceeded  on  four  days,  and 
the  8 -hour  standard  for  carbon  monoxide  was  exceeded  on  two  days. 

2 

Methodology  is  described  in  Appendix  C. 


-26- 


4 .     Traffic,  Transportation ,  Circulation,  and  Parking 


Highway  101   (James  Lick  Freeway)   runs  adjacent  ot  the  proposed 
project   (Figure  10).     On  normal  days   (i.e.,  days  not  including  a 
special  event  and  Candlestick  Park) ,  the  freeway  carries  some 
123,000  vehicles  on  nine  lanes   (four  southbound  and  five  north- 
bound, uphill).     During  the  afternoon  peak  hour   (5:00  to  6:00) 
the  freeway  carries  5,600  vehicles  southbound  and  is  at  about  70 
percent  of  capacity   (8,000  vehicles  per  hour  in  capacity). 
Northbound  morning  peak-hour  volumes  are  higher  as  traffic  moves 
uphill  and  is  slower,  reaching  6,500  vehicles  per  hour,  or  about 
80  percent  capacity.^"    Caltrans  plans  an  auxiliary  lane  about 
0.4  mile  in  length  between  the  Harney  Way  on-ramp  and  the  Third 
Street  off-ramp.     It  is  not  anticipated  financing  will  be  avail- 
able for  construction  before  approximately  1980. 

Three  of  the  four  single-lane  freeway  ramps  connect  directly  to 
Harney  Way  through  two  traffic  lanes.     The  southbound  off-ramp 
connects  to  one  eastbound  lane  through  the  Alanna  Way  underpass 
of  the  freeway.     Harney  Way  is  a  five-lane  arterial  to  Candle- 
stick Park;  three  lanes  are  westbound  and  two  lanes  eastbound  on 
non-event  days.     When  a  major  event  is  held  at  Candlestick  Park, 
all  lanes  on  Harney  Way  are  inbound  for  pre-event  and  outbound  for 
post-event  traffic.     Two  of  Blanken  Avenue's  three  lanes  are  west- 
bound and  one  eastbound.     Jamestown  Avenue's  five  lanes  are 
reversible  before  and  after  stadium  events.     Trucks  are  not  allowed 
on  Blanken  and  Jamestown  Avenues. 

Existing  traffic  volumes  on  Harney  Way  and  Blanken  and  James- 
town Avenues  average  two  to  three  thousand  cars  per  day  per 
2 

street.       These  volumes  are  well  below  the  streets'  capacities, 
although  any  non-local  volume  through  a  residential  neighbor- 


California  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans) ,  Traffic 
counts,  1974. 

2 

No  traffic  count  has  been  taken,  traffic  volume  is  a  rough 
estimate . 
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hood   (i.e.,  Little  Hollywood)    is  undesirable.      (Blanken  has  a 
westbound  capacity  of  1,100  vehicles  per  hour  and  an  eastbound 
capacity  of  750  vehicles  per  hour;  Harney  Way  and  Jamestown 
Avenue  have  capacities  of  1,600  vehicles  per  hour  east-  and 
northbound,  and  2,400  vehicles  per  hour  west-  and  southbound). 

On  days  of  events  at  Candlestick  Park,  a  single  hour's 
volume  on  Harney  Way  or  Jamestown  Avenue  may  reach  two  or 
three  thousand  vehicles.       The  highest  hourly  volume  recorded 
for  Blanken  Avenue  was  1,2  72  vehicles   (on  Sunday,  September 
12,   1972,   10:00  to  11:00  a.m.;   count  by  San  Francisco  Traffic 
Department) ;  the  count  was  made  shortly  before  the  Candle- 
stick Park  interchange  at  Highway  101  was  opened.     Usage  of 
Blanken  Avenue  has  decreased  since  the  interchange  was  con- 
structed.    Up  to  2,000  vehicles  have  been  counted  in  one  hour 
using  the  southbound  on-ramp. 

Baseball  and  football  games   (the  most  common  events  at 
Candlestick)  vary  in  the  traffic  demands  they  place  on  the 
roads  near  the  project  site.     Weekly  baseball  games  are 
usually  finished  by  3:00  p.m.,  before  the  commute  period, 
unless  extra  innings  are  played  or  under  special  circum- 
stances,  such  as  playoff  games.     Double  headers  are  played 
on  weekends. 

Football  games  are  generally  played  on  Saturday  and  Sunday, 
although  Monday  night  games  are  held  once  or  twice  a  season. 


Information  on  Candlestick  stadium  traffic  is  from  conver- 
sations with  Richard  Evans,   San  Francisco  Traffic  Department. 


Crowds  have  been  observed  to  require  the  following  amounts 
of  time  to  clear  after  games."'" 

Crowd  Size  Minutes  to  Clear  Traffic 

40,000  32 

46,00  53 

47,000  55 

50,000  90 

50,000  with  rain  120 

Monday  night  football  games  have  created  special  problems  for 

2 

Blanken  Avenue.     While  2.7     is  the  average  auto  occupancy  for 
weekend  football  games,  occupancy  drops  to  1.9  on  Monday 
night.     Up  to  2,000  autos  in  excess  of  parking  capacity  at 
Candlestick  have  been  observed  to  arrive  for  these  games. 
At  these  times,  cars  using  the  northbound  off -ramps  are 
routed  away  from  the  park  via  Blanken  Avenue  by  the  San 
Francisco  Police  Department.     These  occasions  are  the  only 
times  Blanken  Avenue  is  needed  for  handling  Candlestick  Park 
traffic,   since  the  freeway  interchange  and  routes  on  Alanna 
and  Harney  Ways  and  Jamestown  Avenue  can  accommodate  other 
park  traffic. 

If  the  new  extension  of  Beatty  Road  continues  across  the 
railroad  tracks  to  Old  Bayshore  Boulevard,  Blanken  Avenue  may 
not  be  needed  for  any  Candlestick  Park  traffic.     This  extension 
could  serve  as  the  outlet  for  all  overflow  traffic.     Both  the 
extension  and  new  freeway  interchange  at  Sierra  Point  (on 
the  James  Lick  Freeway  due  east  of  Brisbane) ,  to  which  the 


The  information  is  based  on  traffic  study  by  the  San  Francisco 
Traffic  Department.     The  crowd  size  could  not  be  judged  prior 
to  the  study,   hence  the  irregular  interval  pattern.  Richard 
Evans,   September  1975. 

2Ibid. 
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extension  would  connect,  are  under  study  by  the  City  of  Brisbane 
and  Caltrans  and  may  be  built  in  the  next  two  to  five  years  (no 
funds  have  yet  been  appropriated) . 

There  are  no  marked  parking  areas  on  the  site.  During  major 
events  at  Candlestick,  vehicles  park  on  part  of  the  site  and 
may  number  4  00  to  7  00  for  a  capacity  crowd. 

The  eastern  terminus     of  Municipal  Railway  Bus  29  is  at  Blanken 
Avenue  and  Gillette  near  the  freeway,  one  block  west  of  the 
project  site.     It  connects  with  major  lines  and  stops  at  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad's  Bayshore  Station.     Six  commuter 
trains  stop  there  daily,  three  in  the  morning  and  three  in  the 
afternoon   (Figure  11) . 

5 .     Vegetation  and  Wildlife 

Vegetative  cover  is  sparse  over  much  of  the  project  site, 
consisting  mainly  of  scattered  small  shrubs,  a  few  small  pines, 
cedars  and  eucalyptus  trees,  and  a  limited  cover  of  grass  over 
some  of  the  flat  graded  terraces  on  the  lower  portions  of  the 
property.     The  trees  range  in  height  from  three  to  fifteen  feet. 
The  sizes  of  the  tree  trunks  range  from  one  inch  in  diameter  up 
to  approximately  four  to  five  inches  in  diameter.     The  major 
visible  foliage  massing  on  Bayview  Hill,  an  eucalyptus  grove  on 
its  crest,   is  in  Bayview  Park.     There  are  no  endangered  plant 
species  on  the  site.-'-    Appendix  E  contains  a  list  of  plants 
found  on  the  project  site. 


^-California  Native  Plant  Society,  Inventory  of  rare  and  endan- 
gered plants  of  California,  1975. 
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Wildlife  is  limited  by  the  availability  of  suitable  cover 
and  food  and  by  human  and  vehicular  intrusions.     The  grassy 
areas  on  the  site  provide  habitat  for  small  rodents, 
primarily  the  California  vole,  which  attract  the  occasional 
sparrowhawk.     Birds  represent  the  dominant  wildlife  element; 
most  are  transient  visitors  to  the  site.     Typical  species 
include  the  mockingbird,  robin,  goldfinch,  sparrow,  and  other 
species  able  to  exist  in  the  urban  environment . ^ 

6 .  Land  Uses 

The  project  site  has  had  two  major  uses  in  recent  times: 
Units  of  temporary  housing  were  constructed  during  World 
War  II  and  the  site  was  cut  and  terraced  for  the  placement 
of  the  structures;  and  in  the  last  decade  after  removal  of 
the  buildings,  the  site  was  used  as  a  source  of  sanitary 
landfill. 

At  present  the  site  is  used  for  parking  during  a  capacity 
event  at  Candlestick  Park.     The  area  is  zoned  partly  R-l 

(one  family  Residential)   and  the  rest  M-l   (light  industrial) 

(Figure  12).     Height  and  bulk  limit  is  40-x. 

7 .  Archaeology 

An  archaeological  reconnaissance  of  the  site  was  undertaken 
by  Miley  Paul  Holman,  Assistant  Curator  of  the  Treganza 
Anthropological  Museum  at  San  Francisco  State  University. 
As  noted  in  the  report,  which  is  included  as  Appendix  F,  "ho 
surface  indications  of  archaeological  remains  on  or  near 
the  site  were  encountered  during  the  reconnaissance.  I 


Conversation  with  Rod  Jackson,  Wildlife  Ecologist,  May  1976. 
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doubt  the  existence  of  any  remains,  since  the  midden  or 
refuse  found  on  the  site  did  not  resemble  archaeological 
middens  discovered  in  the  area." 

8 .  Demography 

The  project  site  is  currently  uninhabited.     The  adjacent 
neighborhoods  include  Visitacion  Valley  and  Little  Hollywood 
west  of  the  project  and  the  South  Bayshore  Planning  District 
(as  designated  by  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Department) 
to  the  north  and  northeast   (Figure  13) .     The  1970  census 
offers  the  most  recent  demographic  data  on  the  population  of 
Visitacion  Valley  and  South  Bayshore.     Table  2  provides 
basic  information  on  family  income  and  Table  3  contains  infor- 
mation on  the  employed  labor  force. 

Nine  percent  of  South  Bayshore  residents  and  14  percent  of 
people  living  in  Visitacion  Valley  were  employed  in  the  Pro- 
fessional and  Technical  and  Managerial,  Administrative,  and 
Proprietary  categories,  as  contrasted  to  24  percent  for  the 
entire  city.     The  percentage  of  residents  employed  in  the 
clerical  category  were  25  percent  for  South  Bayshore,  31 
percent  for  Visitacion  Valley  and  29  percent  for  the  entire 
City.     In  contrast,  17  percent  of  Bayshore  residents  and 
18  percent  of  Visitacion  Valley  residents  were  employed  as 
Operatives  and  Transportation  Equipment  Operatives,  as  com- 
pared to  10  percent  in  San  Francisco.     This  clustering  of 
occupations  reflects  the  neighborhood's  lower  educational 
attainment,  traditional  minority  employment  patterns,  and 
unequal  employment  opportunity.''" 


Dukes-Dukes  and  Associates,  Inc.,  Bayview  Hunters  Point 
neighborhood  improvement  plan:     A  study  of  the  Bayview 
Hunters  Point  Community,  San  Francisco,  n.d. 
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The  1970  census  indicated  a  17  percent  unemployment  rate  in 
the  South  Bayshore  for  combined  male  and  female  workers,  the 
rate  was  6  percent  for  the  entire  city.     The  Naval  Shipyard 
closed  in  1973,  with  a  loss  of  over  5,000  jobs.     Since  the 
closing  of  the  shipyard  no  new  development  has  employed  the 
5,000  people,  the  city  has  suffered  an  economic  recession 
and  the  unemployment  rate  in  the  area  could  be  higher  than 
the  1970  figure. 

In  terms  of  ethnic  characteristics,  Little  Hollywood  and 
Visitacion  Valley  had  a  smaller  percentage  of  Blacks  than 
most  of  the  Bayshore  Area.     Visitacion  Valley  had  approxi- 
mately 24  percent  Black   (2,940)   and  15  percent  Spanish  sur- 
name or  Spanish  language   (1,810).     Little  Hollywood  and 
Bret  Harte  had  6  percent  Black   (380)   as  compared  to  over  50 
percent  for  most  of  the  South  Bayshore  area. 

9 .  Noise 

Noise  on  the  project  site  originates  primarily  from  traffic  on 
Highway  101  although  capacity  events  at  Candlestick  Park 
would  generate  noise  from  stadium  traffic  passing  the  site  on 
Harney  Way.     An  accoustic  study  of  the  site  prepared  by 
Buonaccorsi  and  Associates   (Appendix  G)   shows  that  the  entire 

site  is  exposed  to  a  noise  level  of  60  decibels  or  more  on 

1  2 
the  A  -  scale      by  noise  generated  from  Highway  101  . 


Sound  waves  travelling  outward  from  the  source  exert  a  force 
known  as  the  sound  pressure  level   (commonly  called  sound 
level),  measured  in  decibels   (dB) .     dB (A)   is  a  generally 
accepted  unit  of  loudness  which  is  corrected  for  the 
variation  in  frequency  response  of  the  typical  human  ear  at 
commonly  encountered  noise  levels. 

^This  measurement  takes  into  account  sound  levels,  type  of 
traffic,   speed  of  traffic,  and  the  grade  of  Highway  101  using 
the  method  outlined  in  Transportation  Noise  and  Voice  from 
Equipment  Powered  by  Internal  Combustion  Engines,  Wyle 
Laboratories,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  P.B.  208- 
660,   1971  Springfield,  Virginia.     See  Appendix  G. 
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Aircraft  operations  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  do 
not  generate  levels  equal  to  or  exceed  a  Community  Noise 
Equivalent  Level   (CNEL)   of  60  at  the  site.1 

In  Figure  14  CNEL  contours  of  present  sound  conditions  are 
shown  on  the  project  site  based  on  traffic  information  pro- 
vided by  Caltrans  in  1974.     A  CNEL  of  60  is  equivalent  to 
normal  speech  at  three  feet  and  5dB (A)   above  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency's  level  for  an  acceptable  outdoor 
residential  sound  environment.     Figure  15  shows  the  land  use 
compatability  chart  for  community  noise  prepared  by  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  in  the  Transportation 

Noise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of 

2 

the  Comprehensive  Plan  for  San  Francisco.       By  comparing  the 
land  use  chart  to  the  noise  contours  on  the  project  site,  the 
compatability  of  the  noise  environment  with  land  uses  may  be 
examined.     The  noise  level  on  Harney  Way  during  a  major  event 
at  Candlestick  would  have  little  impact  on  the  overall  noise 
conditions  on  the  site  since  the  ambient  noise  level  is 
already  high  due  to  the  traffic  on  Highway  101. 

Although  the  volume  of  vehicular  traffic  is  expected  to 
increase,  the  average  noise  level  of  individual  vehicles  is 


San  Francisco  International  Airport  1973  Environmental 
Impact  Report  -  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion,  County 
6f  San  Mateo,  California . 

The  CNEL  has  approximately  the  same  values  as  L^n 

Adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  by  Resolution 
#7244,   September  1974. 


-  40  - 


Land  Use  Category 


Residential  --  All  Dwellings,  Group 
Quarters . 


Sound  Levels  and 
Land  Use  Consequences 
(see  explantion  below) 
Ldn  VALUES  IN  DECIBELS 

55  60  65  70  75  80  85 


A- 


B— 


Transient  Lodging       Hotels,  Motels 


A  — 


School  Classrooms,  Libraries,  Churches, 
Hospitals,  Nursing  Homes,  etc. 


B- 


Auditoriums,  Concert  Halls, 
Amphitheatres,  Music  Shells 


Sports  Arena,  Outdoor  Spectator  Sports 


Playgrounds,  Parks 


Golf  Courses,  Riding  Stables,  Water- based 
Recreation  Areas,  Cemeteries 


Office  Buildings;  Personal,  Business,  and 
Professional  Services 


Commercial:       Retail,  Movie  Theatres, 
Restaurants 


Commercial:       Wholesale  and  Some  Retail, 
Industrial/Manufacturing,  Transporta- 
tion, Communications  and  Utilities 


B  <  — 


C  — 


Manufacturing:       Noise- Sensitive 
Communications:  Noise-Sensitive 


Explanation  of  Land  Use  Consequences 

A.  Satisfactory,  with  no  special  noise  insulation  requirements. 

B.  New  construction  or  development  should  be  undertaken  only  after  a 
detailed  analysis  of  the  noise  reduction  requirements  is  made  and 
needed  noise  insulation  features  included  in  the  design. 

C.  New  construction  or  development  should  generally  be  discouraged. 

If  new  construction  or  development  does  proceed,  a  detailed  analysis 
of  the  noise  reduction  requirements  must  be  made  and  needed  noise 
insulation  features  included  in  the  design. 

D.  New  construction  or  development  should  generally  not  be  undertaken. 


Source:     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Transportation 
noise  section  of  the  environmental  protection  element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.   Sept.  197 


FIGURE  15.     LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY  CHART  FOR  COMMUNITY  NOISE 
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expected  to  decrease  because  California  Vehicle  Code,  Section 
27160  sets  maximum  permitted  noise  levels  for  present  and 
future  new  vehicles  sold  in  the  State. 

Research  indicates   (Appendix  G)   that  noise  levels  may  vary 
with  different  meteorological  conditions,  but  additional 
analytical  development  and  experimental  validation  is  required 
before  definitive  conclusions  can  be  reached.  Buonaccorsi 
and  Associates,  acoustical  engineers,  predict  that  climatic 
conditions  on  the  project  site  would  have  minimal  effect  on 
the  CNEL  contours. 

10.     Public  Utilities 

a.  Utilities 

1)  Water 

There  is  now  no  water  service  on  the  project  site.     An  8-inch 
main  located  in  Blanken  Avenue  east  of  the  James  Lick  Freeway 
runs  to  the  west  boundary  of  the  site.     A  12-inch  water  line 
is  to  be  constructed  by  the  City,  as  part  of  a  1972  bond  issue, 
from  the  Sunset  Reservoir  to  the  intersection  of  Campbell 
Avenue  and  Goettigen  Street  (Figure  16) ;  however,  no  time 
schedule  has  been  set  by  the  City."*" 

2)  Electricity 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company's  gas  and  electric  lines  run 
adjacent  to  the  site  and  provide  possible  connections  to  the 
proposed  project.     There  are  currently  no  natural  gas  or 
electrical  connections  on  the  site. 

3)  Telephone 

Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company  has  connection  facil- 
ities at  its  Third  Street  and  Paul  Avenue  building.  Conduits 


James.  Cooney,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone 
conversation  May  1976. 
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— —  NEW  12"  MAIN  TO  BE  BUILT  BY  CITY 
WZZmm    EXISTING  4'   X  6' 6"  SEWAGE  TUNNEL 


FIGURE  16.      EXISTING/PROPOSED  WATER  MAINS  AND  SEWAGE  TUNNEL 

 NORTH 
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exist  from  this  point  to  the  Blanken  Avenue  entrance  of  the 
site. 

b.     Dry  and  Wet  Weather  Sanitary  flows. 
No  sewage  is  now  generated  on  the  site.     When  housing  occupied 
it,   sewage  was  transmitted  through  a  4  foot  x  6  foot  6-inch 
sewage  tunnel  bisecting  the  property  from  Harney  Way  due  north 
to  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant.     A  chemically 
assisted  primary  treatment  facility  located  at  Jerrold  and  Phelps 
Streets . 

The  drainage  basin  in  which  the  proposed  project  lies  has  an 
area  of  about  82  acres   (ten  more  than  the  actual  project) . 
Some  of  the  original  drainage  structures  still  exist  from  the 
period  when  housing  occupied  the  site.     Additional  draining 
facilities  were  installed  when  Harney  Way  was  improved,  and 
all  surface  drainage  is  now  carried  into  the  Bay  south  of 
Harney  Way.     Based  on  the  City's  design  criteria,  the  drainage 
basin  has  a  runoff  of  approximately  60  cubic  feet  per  second. 

11.     Emergency  Services 

The  nearest  fire  stations  are  Engine  Station  and  Truck  Company 

No.   42  on  San  Bruno  Avenue  near  Silver  Avenue,  Engine  Station 

No.   4  3  on  Moscow  Street,  Engine  Station  and  Truck  Company 

No.   17  on  Ingalls  Street,  and  Engine  Station  No.   44    (Figure  13) 

2 

on  Girard  Street. 

The  project  site  lies  in  the  Southeast  Police  District,  with 
headquarters  at  Third  Street  and  Twentieth  Street. 


Don  Munakata,  San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering, 
May  197  6,  telephone  conversation. 

Gilbert  Bendix,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  March  1976, 
telephone  conversation. 
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12.     Visual  Features  of  Site    (Figure  17) 

The  general  impression  of  the  site  to  viewers  from  surround- 
ing areas  is  one  of  a  large,  scarred  land  mass  that  has 
been  altered  over  much  of  its  surface  area.     The  upper 
slopes  of  the  property  appear  as  a  series  of  steep,  red- 
brown,  raw,  cut  slopes,  with*  narrow  benches  at  approximately 
25-foot  vertical  intervals.     The  cap  of  the  hill,  beyond  the 
project  property  line,   is  a  part  of  Bayview  Park  and  retains 
part  of  the  hill's  original  contour  and  tree  masses. 

At  the  base  of  the  hill  the  property  levels  into  a  series  of 
stepped  terraces,   some  of  which  are  from  quarry  operations 
and  others  from  flat  building  pads  for  wartime  housing. 
Developable  land  lies  on  these  flat  terraces. 

The  groves  of  eucalyptus  in  Bayview  Park  and  a  scattering  of 
small  pines  and  cedars  on  the  project  site  provide  the  only 
vegetation  on  the  hill,  and  the  sparse  cover  of  shrubs  and 
grasses  does  little  to  break  the  general,  raw,  graded 
character  when  viewing  the  project  site  from  the  south,  west 
and  east. 

The  project  site  is  located  adjacent  to  and  overlooking 
San  Francisco  Bay  and  is  a  part  of  a  land  mass  that 
visually  dominates  the  Hunter's  Point/Bayview/Visitacion 

Valley  areas  of  San  Francisco.     The  site  could  be  viewed  by 
some  as  having  a  visual  landmark-like  potential  due  to  the 
size  of  Bayview  Hill  and  its  proximity  to  one  of  the  two  main 
entrances  to  the  southern  part  of  San  Francisco. 

The  James  Lick  Freeway   (Highway  101) ,  the  major  route  from 
Downtown  San  Francisco  to  the  International  Airport,  borders 
the  project  site  to  the  west  and  forms  a  physical  barrier 
between  the  site  and  other  low-rise  residential,  commercial, 
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FIGURE  17.     URBAN  DESIGN  MAP 
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and  industrial  developments  on  the  western  side.     The  highway, 
which  begins  to  rise  on  a  fill  embankment  at  a  three  percent 
grade  from  a  point  500  feet  southwest  of  the  project  boundary, 
constitutes  a  visual  barrier  between  the  site  and  developments 
to  the  west,  particularly  to  people  at  ground-level. 

13 .     Neighborhood  Concerns 

In  the  Visitacion  Valley,  Little  Hollywood,  and  South  Bayshore 
neighborhoods  there  are  more  than  fifty  community  organizations, 
agencies,  and  associations  ,   such  as  the  Bayview-Hunters  Point 
Community  Coordinating  Council,  the  Little  Hollywood  Homeowners 
Association,  the  Visitacion  Valley  Improvement  Association,  the 
Visitacion  Valley  Merchants  Association,  and  the  All  People's 
Coalition.     At  various  times  in  Community  meetings  over  the  past 
five  years,  these  organizations  have  expressed  concern  about  the 
possible  use  of  the  project  site. 


''"Dukes -Dukes  and  Association,  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Neigh- 
borhood improvement  plan. 
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IV.     ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


1.  Topography 

Implementation  of  the  project  would  involve  regrading  some  of 
the  terraces  on  the  site   (shown  in  Figure  5,  page  14)   into  a 
series  of  six  pads   (Figures  18  and  19) .     To  develop  this 
configuration,  up  to  about  40  feet  of  material  would  be  removed 
from  the  northern  portion  of  the  site  in  two  major  cuts.  Fills 
up  to  about  30  feet  thick  would  be  constructed,  primarily  in  the 
western  and  southern  parts  of  the  site.     The  cutting  would  entail 
removal  of  approximately  590,000  cubic  yards,  and  about  505,000 
cubic  yards  would  be  used  as  fill.     Based  on  a  15  percent  "shrink" 
or     loss  factor  applied  to  cutting  and  filling  operations,  the 
earthwork  would  leave  a  balanced  condition  on  the  site.     If  earth 
has  to  be  exported  from  the  site,  it  would  be  deposited  at  an 
approved  location,  which  has  yet  to  be  determined. 

2 .  Geology,  Soils,  and  Seismicity 

a.  Cut  Slope  Stability 

The  preliminary  grading  scheme  indicates  a  continuous  cut  slope 
up  to  100  feet  high.     Although  the  slope  could  remain  stable  for 
many  years,  the  likelihood  of  slope  failures  would  be  increased 
due  to  the  steep  cut,  and  the  lack  of  intermediate  benches  could 
magnify  the  damage  done  by  a  possible  slide. 

b.  Fill  Embankments 

The  engineering  Geologist  states  in  Appendix  A  that,   "No  unusual 


A  standard  professional  engineer's  figure  based  on  the  type  of 
material  and  location.     Design  of  Small  Dams,  Department  of 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  1960,  Chapter  I,  Section  27, 
page  14. 

As  the  site  would  be  watered  during  excavation,  a  negligible 
amount  of  soil  would  contribute  to  air  pollution. 
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EXISTING  SLOPE 


PROPOSED  GRADING 


SEE  FIGURE  18  FOR  SECTION  LOCATIONS 


FIGURE   19  .    GRADING  CROSS  SECTIONS   LOOKING  EAST 


problems  associated  with  the  planned  fills  are  envisioned, 
provided  that  the  fill  sites  are  properly  prepared,  that  fills 
are  adequately  structured  with  the  underlying  slopes,  and  that 
adequate  subdrainage  is  incorporated  in  the  design,  particularly 
in  the  western  part  of  the  site,  where  a  fill  would  be  constructed 
over  the  existing  ravines." 

c.     Foundation  Considerations 

The  Bay  Mud  deposits  in  the  southern  part  of  the  site  have 
completely  consolidated  under  the  weight  of  the  fill  that  has 
been  over  them  for  30  years.     Additional  consolidation  is  expected 
under  the  planned  9  to  10  feet  of  new  fill;  however,  the 
structures  planned  on  this  fill  are  not  expected  to  experience 
uneven  settling.     Formal  foundation  investigations  and  engineering 
analysis  would  be  required  by  the  developer  prior  to  construction. 
No  structures  are  planned  to  be  built  entirely  on  areas  subject 
to  liquefaction  and  subsidence  hazards  identified  in  the  Blume 
Report.     A  further  discussion  of  impacts  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  A,  which  contains  a  preliminary  geological  engineering 
study  made  in  19  69  and  an  updated  review  of  the  proposed  project. 

3 .     Traffic,  Transportation,  Circulation,  and  Parking 

a.     Impact  on  Street  System 

As  detailed  in  column  1A  of  Table  4,  page  54, the  proposed  project  is 
estimated  to  generate  15,000  inbound  and  outbound  vehicles  per 
day   (trip  ends).     During  the  hour  of  most  travel,  5:00  to  6:00  p.m., 
about  1,100  vehicles  would  arrive   (primarily  for  restaurant, 
hotel,  and  convention  uses)   and  2,250  would  leave  (principally 
office  workers)    (Table  5,  page  56).     Of  those  leaving  in  the 
peak  hour   (Figure  20),  about  1,300  would  travel  the  freeway 
southbound,   1,800  Harney  Way  westbound,   200  Blanken  Avenue 
westbound,  and  2  00  Jamestown  Avenue  westbound.     The  route  of 
travel  was  predicted  from  travel  time  and  distance  measurements 
along  three  access  routes:     the  freeway  interchange  (including 
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FIGURE  20.     TRAFFIC  CIRCULATION  IMPACTS  MAP 


Harney  and  Alanna  Ways)   and  Jamestown  and  Blanken  Avenues. 
Earlier  research  has  shown  that  once  people  are  familiar  with 
the  alternatives,  they  will  choose  travel  routes  according  to 
the  "Net  Load  Distribution  Curves"  shown  in  Appendix  E.  The 
travel  time  and  distance  measurements  were  applied  to  these 
curves  to  predict  the  travel  routes  of  project  generated 
vehicles.     These  figures  were  also  compared  to  data  generated 
for  two  other  projects  in  the  area:     the  staff  report  for  the 
San  Bruno  Mountain  Project,  prepared  by  the  San  Mateo  Planning 
Department  in  June  1975 ,  and  the  Brisbane  Marina  Draft  EIR, 
prepared  for  the  Brisbane  Planning  Department  by  ESA  in  1975. 
Of  the  2  00  vehicles  estimated  to  use  Blanken  Avenue  from  the 
project  during  the  afternoon  peak  hour,  about  100  are  considered 
destined  to  the  Leland  Avenue  commerical  area  or  to  homes  in  the 
general  vicinity.      (Note:     the  same  vehicles  may  be  counted  more 
than  once  as  they  travel  from  Harney  Way  to  the  freeway,  i.e., 
vehicles  are  counted  for  each  street;   thus  the  sum  of  the  street 
counts  exceeds  the  total  trip  generation.) 

TABLE  4 

Executive  Park  Trip  Generation 


Trip  Ends  

P.M.  Peak  Hour 


Land  Use  Type 

Daily  Two-Way 

Out 

In 

Office 

9,500 

1,380 

170 

Hotel 

1,100 

30 

30 

Restaurant/Convention 

1,280 

640 

640 

Restaurant 

720 

40 

70 

Shop 

2,460 

150 

150 

Total 

15,100 

2,240 

1,060 

Source:     California  Department 

of  Transportation. 

Based 

on 
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trip-generation  rates  in  ten   Progress  reports  on  trip  ends 
generation  research  counts,  1965  to  1975.     Prepared  in  coopera- 
tion with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  July  1975.     Note  totals  do  not  add  exactly  due 
to  rounding. 

The  proposed  project  traffic  would  bring  the  freeway  from  its 
current  southbound  volume  of  70  percent  to  about  95  percent  of 
capacity  in  the  afternoon  peak  hour   (1,300  +  5,600  =  6,900  =  95% 
of  7,200  capacity).     Since  northbound,  morning  peak-hour  freeway 
volumes  are  higher  than  southbound  volumes  in  the  evening,  the  pro- 
posed project  would  bring  the  northbound  freeway  to  capacity 
(about  7,500  vehicles  per  hour  in  the  morning.     Traffic  would  move 
approximately  15  to  20  miles  per  hour  below  the  speed  limit. 
Harney  Way,  with  three  lanes  operating  westbound  and  two  eastbound, 
would  be  at  about  75  percent  capacity  for  afternoon  traffic   (1,790  = 
75%  of  2,400  capacity)   and  77  percent  capacity  for  morning  traffic 
(1,200  =  76%  of  1,600  capacity).     Blanken  Avenue's  two  west- 
bound lanes  would  be  at  about  20  percent  of  capacity   (200  vehicles 
=  29%  of  750  capacity) . 

Blanken  Avenue  would  remain  a  three-lane  street  within  the  proposed 
project  area  as  far  east  of  the  freeway  as  the  first  major 
parking  area  entrance.     To  accommodate  the  vehicles  entering 
parking  access/egress  from  Harney  Way,  Blanken  would  be  four 
lanes  wide  from  the  first  major  parking  area  to  Harney  way  with 
left-turn  lanes   (which  would  be  a  fifth  lane)  added  at  driveways 
and  the  Harney  Way  intersection.     Jamestown  Avenue  would  have 
the  same  volume  of  traffic  north-  and  southbound  as  Blanken  would 
have  west-  and  eastbound. 

Traffic  on  Alanna  Way  would  increase  to  81  percent  of  capacity 
westbound  during  the  morning  peak  hour   (1,300  vehicles  =  81%  of 


-  55  - 


CD 

-p 

>H 

fd 

P 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

■p 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

CD 

o 

m 

ro 

00 

CN 

CN 

pC  C3 

«. 

«. 

fd 

•P  0 

+J 

rH 

H 

•H 

0 

rd 

C 

4-1  U 

CD 

CD 

U 

0  CD 

•n 

a. 

0 

+J 

0 

4-1 

CD  O 

5-1 

• 

•H 

6  a) 

CM 

a 

o 

O 

o 

o 

O 

rH 

0  -n 

• 

in 

o 

in 

o 

O 

fd 

CO  O 

0 

CN 

CD 

00 

rH 

rH 

u 

u 

-P 

-  a 

• 

d) 

0 

en  co 

3 

•  cd 

Q 

CQ 

CD  rH 

>1  >1 

O 

O 

o 

o 

O 

CD 

u 

fd  rH 

o 

O 

o 

O 

o 

g 

-•H 

CD 

O 

co 

in 

m 

CO  xi 

m 

1 

<d 

«. 

rH 

CD  CD 

<d 

CN 

Q 

ro 

00 

rH 

H 

rH 

0 

■P  > 

rH 

> 

• 

0  o 

i— i 

rj 

P 

u  o 

o 

•H 

C 

CD 

> 

4H 

CD 

CD  *■ 

SH 

m 

s 

5H  H 

• 

a 

fd 

-P 

0  r— 1 

0 

T3 

o 

M 

u 

g 

C 

u 

as 

C 

o 

Eh 

fd 

C 

CD 

P 

•H 

D 

Q4  -H 

H  xi 

0 

<w 

0 

CD 

o 

CD 

ti 

rH 

0  -P 

ja 

4-4 

rd 

X) 

1  < 

o 

< 

< 

Q 

hi 

fd 

CD 

XJ 

o  a 

CD 

2 

0 

cy 

CD  4H 

n 

Cn 

CM 

+J 

o 

s. 

•H 

O 

fi 
i-i 

• 

C  0 

Sh 

Eh 

C 

0 

in 

•P 

•H 

•ri 

CO 

o 

0 

■H 

• 

0 

in 

<d 

m 

CT> 

2 

+J 

CO 

— 

-P 

IW 

C! 

o 

CQ  U 

CD 

CO 

• 

Jh 

rd 

CD 

co  rd 

II 

-P 

•H 

Cm 

0 

rd  Cm 

O 

X 

Cm  Eh 

U 

-P 

Cm 

(1) 

w 

CO 

•H 

CD 

•r— > 

CN 

CN 

C 

O 

4-1 

CO 

>,j3 

0 

o 

o 

O 

O 

o 

fd 

o 

4H 

•H 

rd 

U 

>i  >i 

o 

o 

O 

O 

o 

u 

CO 

fd 

g  >i 

• 

cm 

fd  rH 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Eh 

■H 

u 

CD 

rd 

!S 

■H 

o 

p 

e 

-P  g 

C 

■n 

1 

03 

ro 

ro 

ro 

CN 

CN 

4h 

c; 

c 

e 

CN 

Q 

CN 

CN 

0 

rd 

rH 

3  rH 

0 

fd 

1— 1 

rH 

n 

0 

0  o 

XI 

-P 

fa 

O 

• 

> 

0  H 

x: 

cr> 

C 

•H 

CO 

4-> 

C 

CD 

c 

>1 

U  C 

•H 

g 

rd 

73 

fd 

rH 

•H  0 

0 

-P 

+> 

CO 

0 

•H 

UH 

CO 

CDH 

M 

O 

fd 

4H  13 

■H 

rd 

• 

o 

rH 

rd  C 

II 

fd 

0) 

o 

in 

O 

in 

in 

cw 

rH 

U  3 

w 

u 

(1) 

in 

in 

ro 

CN 

CN 

fD  f>- 

c 

fd 

MH 

■P  0 

CQ 

CD 

a 

Q  Cft 

0 

0 

CXI 

>  CO 

rH 

Q 

C  rC 

< 

fd 

0 

-P 

•H  -P 

•H 

>i 

c 

• 

e 

C 

CO 

XI 

<D 

CD 

0 

CD 

CD 

M 

>t 

CT> 

o 

CD  CO 

■H 

0 

rd 

fd 

u 

XI 

x\ 

xi 

a 

M-l 

0) 

u 

CD 

3  CO 

fd 

-P 

rd 

rH 

■H 

CD 

CD 

Cm 

rH  0) 

rH 

u 

p 

rH 

O 

iH 

a 

> 

U  H 

•H 

o 

0 

ffl 

iH 

fd 

■rH 

CO 

fd 

in 

G  U  • 

fd 

c 

CO 

U  Xi 

■H  -H  >i 

> 

>|4H 

4H 

X!  rd 

fd 

rH 

rH 

rd  o 

0 

c 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CO  CD  |3 

c 

o 

o 

•  • 

-p 

•P 

CD  > 

-p 

0 

rH 

iH 

-P 

C  -P 

0 

CO 

fd 

fd 

fd 

rH  >, 

0 

>1  co 

cd  co 

•P 

CD 

e 

e 

e 

O  O  CD 

+J 

CD 

<1> 

<D  CD 

^  01 

CO 

U 

-H 

•H 

•H 

•HOC 

fd 

•P 

■P 

c  S 

c  £ 

CD 

U 

•P 

-P 

+J 

J3  o  U 

n 

0 

>H  ^ 

rd 

g 

3 

CO 

CO 

CQ 

<D  ^  fd 

o 

o 

0 

fd 

rH 

fd 

0 

fa 

fa 

fa 

>  00  ffi 

hi 

c< 

PS 

CQ 

03 

rH 

CN 

fO 

a 

-  56  - 


1,600  capacity)   and  increase  to  31  percent  of  capacity  eastbound  dur- 
ing the  evening  peak  hour   (250  vehicles  =  31%  of  800  capacity) .  An 
exception  would  occur  on  two  or  three  days  per  year  when  major  events 
at  Candlestick  Park  could  be  expected  to  overlap  with  afternoon  commute 
traffic  generated  from  the  proposed  project,  resulting  in  congestion. 
If  the  proposed  project  were  located  in  central  San  Francisco,  some 
40  percent  of  the  employees  could  be  expected  to  arrive  by  transit. 
Since  most  of  the  proposed  project's  parking  and  most  of  its  traffic 
are  generated  by  the  office  facilities,  less  parking  would  be  needed 
with  a  downtown  site  since  there  are  more  transit  systems  and  all-day 
parking  is  limited.     A  greater  percentage  of  the  employees  at  the  pro- 
posed project  than  workers  at  downtown  San  Francisco  are  expected  to 
drive  due  to  limited  transit,  adequate  parking,  convenient  highway 
access,  and  the  distance  most  employees  would  live  from  the  proposed 
project   (more  than  a  radius  of  15  minutes  walking) . 

The  proposed  project  would  aggravate  an  already  existing  traffic  con- 
gestion problem  and  the  associated  air  quality  impacts  on  some  sec- 
tions of  Highway  101  between  downtown  San  Francisco  and  the  Inter- 
national Airport.      (e.g.,  Oyster  Point,  and  Millbrae  interchange.) 

b.  Parking 

Four  hundred  to  700  unmarked  spaces  would  be  lost  for  major  Candle- 
stick Park  events  and  the  on-street  parking  demand  in  the  Little 
Hollywood  residential  area  could  increase  if  appropriate  mitigation 
measures  were  not  taken.  As  shown  in  Table  6,  the  proposed  project 
would  generate  demand  for  4,120  parking  spaces,  about  200  more  than 
the  3,890  proposed  on  the  project  site.  If  discouraged  from  parking 
in  Little  Hollywood,  the  200  vehicles  in  excess  of  available  spaces 
would  probably  park  in  the  Candlestock  lots  or  adjacent  to  the  pro- 
posed project  site  on  Jamestown  Avenue. 

The  parking  arrangements  for  the  proposed  project  are  inconsistent 
with  the  following  recommended  policies  of  joint  study  of  the  San 
Francisco  Departments  of  Public  Works  and  City  Planning.''" 


Parking  in  San  Francisco,  A  Joint  Report  prepared  by  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  San  Francisco, 
December  1975.     The  policies  would  be  presented  to  the  City  Planning 
Commission  and  recommended  for  amendment  to  the  Transportation 
Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan. 


-  57  - 


as 


W 

CQ 
< 
Eh 


CO 

CD 

O 

rd 

w 

Cn 
C 

•H 

5h 
<d 
CM 

-d 
cd 
-p 
u 

CD 
•t-» 
O 

n 

CM 


r0 
0) 

■H 

a 
a) 


■d 

CD  CT> 

J-(  G  CO 

•H  -H  (1) 

CN 

3  J<  U 

O1  M  rd 

a) 

a)  <d  a 

H 

es  cm  to 

0 

u 

+J 

■P 

O 

r> 

•H 

CM 

U 

r- 

0 

Jf 

Jh 

rH 

CM 

CO  +J 
CD  OtH 
O  O 

id  Mo  • 

a  cd  »  cr 

CO  CMrH  CO 


-a 

CD 

-P  tn 

o  c 

CD  «H 

O  Jh 

u  «d  aj 

CM  CM  CO 


-p 

0)  0) 
Jh  O 

rd  jh 

X!  CD 
CO  CM 

-P 
U 

Tf 
O 
Jh 
CM 


W  -p 

<D     o  m 
U  o 
(duo  • 
a  cu  -  d1 

CO  dir— I  CO 


-p 

O  4H 

o 

o  . 

rH  CO 


ro 


CO 
CM 


ro 
vo 
oo 


o 

m 

O 

in 

V.D 

O 

i— 1 

CN 

CN 

ro 


rH 

ro 


CN 

o 

r> 

o 

IX) 

CN 

ro 

CN 

CO 

Jh  6 

ro 

O 

CD  0 

o 

o 

• 

cm  o 

• 

■ 

CN 

J-( 

O 

• 

in 

CN 

iH  00 

in 

o 

in 

o 

m 

r- 

00 

CN 

«. 

CM 

o 

00 


CN 

in 

o 

CN 

CN 

rH 

o 
ro 


o 

ro 


o 

CN 


o 

in 

00 

m 

o 

in 

in 

r— 1 

o 

o 

00 

CN 

a\ 

rH 

ro 

in 

*■ 

CN 

ro 

in 

o 

o 

o 

ro 

CN 

in 

00 

m 

o 
o 


ro 


^  rH 


C 
C 
O 

CJ 


U 

-P 
rd 
Cr> 

rd 
CO 


rj 

•H 
IH 
Mh 

rd 
u 

4J 

a 

rd 

tn| 
C 

•H 

rd 
Cm] 


c 

■H 

G 

o 


c 
o 

•H 
•P 
rd 
-P 
5-1 
O 

Cm 

CO 

c 

rd 
U 
Eh 

Jh 
0 

m 

c 
o 

•H 
•P 

rd 
•0 

C 

0 
En 


Jh 

<D 
■P 
C 
CD 
O 

c 
o 

•H 
-P 

a 
a> 
> 
c 
o 
o 

CN 

o 

CO 
rd 

Cm 

C 
rd 

CD 
O 
■H 
4-1 
4-1 
0 


CD 
CO 
rd 

X! 

CM 

C 
CD 
CD 

-P 
CD 

TJ 
CD 
-P 
U 
CD 

g 
c 
o 
o 
u 

CD 

p 
c 

■H 

CD 
Jh 
rd 

(0 
-P 


\ 

0 

0 

-P  C 

-P 

C 

H 

c  o 

a 

w 

rd  -H 

rd 

CO 

w 

Jh  -P 

M 

i 

D 

CD 

3  C 

0 

CD 

O 

rH 

(d  CD 

rd 

i— i 

O 

•H 

CD 

■P  > 

•P 

Cu 

rd 

n 

CO 

C 

4-1 

-p 

CO  C 

CO 

0 

-P 

CO 

4H 

o 

CD  O 

CD 

x: 

0 

0 

< 

O 

EC 

Cd  CJ 

on 

CO 

Eh 

CO 

1— 1 

C 
rd 


CD 
•P 
0 

x; 
a) 
•p 

T3  • 
C  CO 
rd  CD 
•P 
CD  -H 
CO  CO 
CD 

jC  en 
-P  C 

•H 
4h  Q, 
O  CM 
O 

oo 

0\  CO 

co 

rd  C 

rd 

+J  CD 
C  O 
rd  -H 
U  4h 
3  4-1 
rd  O 
+J 

CO  4J 
CD  <d 
Jh 


4-1 


CO 

o 
o 
o 


u 

CD 

Cm 


o 

CO 

■p 

4H 
•H 

CO 

■p 
c 

CD 

e 

CD 
Sh 
•H 

tr 


CD 

CD 

CD  U 

Jh 

Xi  rd 

Eh 

CD 

+> 

Xi 

CO 

-P 

.  CD 

C  U 

Jh 

rd 

CD 

f— 1  CD 

Xi 

CMX! 

Eh 

CD 

a 

■P  • 

-p 

in 

rd 

C  o 

x: 

0  m 

-p 

rd 

Jh 

CD  CD 

CD 

•P  Jh 

> 

rd  rd 

0 

O 

■H  C 

T3  0 

• 

C  -H 

+J 

•H  -P 

4H 

C 

CD  CD 

U  > 

CJ« 

rd  C 

CO 

0 

CO  o 

o 

CD  \ 

o 

O  -P 

o 

rd  c 

CM  rd 

o 

CO  w 

CN 

o  rd 

O 

a\  +J 

-P 

00  CO 

-  CD 

Cm 

ro  u 

D 

CN 


ro 


58 


Objective  2:     Insure  that  the  provision  of  a  new  or  enlarged 
parking  facilities  does  not  adversely  effect  the  livability 
and  desireability  of  the  city. 

Objective  2,  Policy  2:     Approve  new  or  enlarged  parking 
facilities  only  if  they  conform  to  the  Master  Plan  Policies 
or  established  criteria. 


c.  Transit 

The  No.   29  Muni  bus  line,  currently  estimated  to  be  carrying  ten 
peak-period  riders  at  its  terminus  near  the  site,  is  projected 
to  carry  200  additional  riders  for  each  peak  period   (about  600 
additional  riders  during  a  24-hour  period) .     The  number  of 
projected  riders  is  about  equal  to  the  capacity  of  the  existing 
service  at  the  eastern  terminus  and  would  cause  an  excess  over 
available  capacity  throughout  the  remainder  of  the  line. 


d.     Neighborhood  Concerns 

At  various  meetings  with  the  proposed  project  developers  (see 
Section  IV. ,  15)  residents  of  Little  Hollywood  and  Visitacion 
Valley  had  specific  concerns  related  to  traffic,  circulation, 
and  transportation  aspects  of  the  proposed  project: 

-  Traffic  generated  by  or  related  to  the  proposed  project 
should  not  pass  on  Blanken  Avenue. 

-  The  proposed  project  should  provide  adequate  parking 
facilities,  and  parking  by  proposed  project  employees 
and  users  on  residential  streets  should  be  prohibited. 

-  Autos  related  to  events  at  Candlestick  Park  should  not 
be  permitted  to  park  on  the  proposed  project  site. 

-  All  traffic  related  to  proposed  project  construction  should 
be  prohibited  on  Blanken  Avenue. 

-  All  construction  of  utilities  and  connections  off  site 
should  be  minimized  so  as  not  to  disrupt  residential  areas. 

-  Consideration  should  be  given  in  proposed  project  design 
to  pedestrian  and  bicycle  access  from  Little  Hollywood  and 
Visitacion  Valley  via  Blanken  Avenue  to  the  proposed 
Shoreline  Park  and  Bayview  Park. 


-  59  - 


e.  Construction 

Traffic  impacts  associated  with  construction  of  the  proposed 
project  would  be  limited  to  the  use  of  the  James  Lick  freeway 
off-ramps  that  lead  to  Harney  and  Alanna  Ways.     No  construct- 
ion traffic  would  be  permitted  on  Blanken  Avenue,  with  the 
exception  of  two  to  three  months,  during  which  a  new  water  line 
and  other  utilities  would  be  in  one  lane  of  Blanken  Avenue  from 
the  proposed  project  site  to  Old  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  in 
San  Bruno  Avenue  to  the  intersection  of  Campbell  and  San  Bruno 
Avenue    (Figure  16,  page  44). 

4 .     Air  Quality 

The  short-term  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  air  quality 
would  be  caused  by  increased  dust  in  the  air  during  construction 
and  exhaust  emissions  from  construction  vehicles.     The  windy 
nature  of  the  site  would  aggravate  windblown  dust  problems. 

Emissions  from  stationary  sources  within  the  proposed  project 
site  would  include  combustion  products  of  natural  gas.  Energy 
would  be  supplied  by  electricity  and  natural  gas,  neither  of 
which  causes  local  air  pollution  problems.     Natural  gas  combustion 
is  a  relatively  clean  process,''"  and  electricity  for  this  area  is 
generated  elsewhere,  either  hydroelectrically  or  by  burning 
natural  gas  or  fuel  oil.     Recent  shortages  of  natural  gas  may 
force  industry  to  use  fuel  oil  in  the  future,  which  contain 
more  sulfur  and  would  increase  emissions  of  sulfur  dioxide  in 
the  Bay  Area.     Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  has  stated  that 
in  the  future  it  may  have  to  increase  its  use  of  low-sulfur 
fuel  oil  to  generate  electricity.     If  this  should  happen, 


1 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  AP-42,  Compilation  of 
air  pollutant  emission  factors,   2nd  Edition,  Supplement  No.  3, 
July  1974. 
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increases  in  sulfur  dioxide  pollution  could  be  expected,  part  of 
which  would  be  due  to  the  energy  demands  of  the  project. 

The  effects  of  project  traffic  on  air  quality  have  been  analyzed 
at  three  scales. 

a.     Local  Scale 

The  primary  pollution  problem  on  the  local   (traffic-corridor)  scale 
is  carbon  monoxide   (see  Appendix  D) .     The  area  of  greatest  traffic, 
both  now  and  in  the  future,  is  the  James  Lick  Freeway,  directly 
west  of  the  project  site   (see  Figure  2,  page  3) . 

Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  immediately  downwind  of  the  freeway 
(within  2  0  feet)  were  selected  as  representing  the  "worst  case" 
condition.     Under  assumed  adverse  meterological  conditions  (low 
winds,  high  atmospheric  stability) ,  carbon  monoxide  levels  were 
predicted  with  proposed  project  anc  current  conditions.  Meteor- 
ological conditions  assumed  are  a  wind  at  22%  degree  angle  to  the 
roadway  with  a  steady  speed  of  one  meter  per  second   (2  miles  per 
hour)   for  the  one-hour  calculation  and  two  meters  per  second  (4 
miles  per  hour)   for  the  eight-hour  calculation."'"    The  results  are 
shown  below: 


TABLE  7 

Local  Carbon  Monoxide  Concentrations 
(parts  per  million) 

1-Hour  8-Hour 
Average  Average 

Present   (1975)  15.0  6.0 

With  Project   (1981  at  Speeds  of 

50  to  55  Miles  Per  Hour)  8.0  2.5 
With  Project   (1981  at  Speeds  of 

20  Miles  Per  Hour)  16.0  5.0 

No  Project   (1981)  5.5  2.0 

National  Standard  35.0  9.0 


"^Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District,  Guidelines  for  air  qual- 
ity impact  analysis  for  projects,   Information  Bulletin,  1975. 


Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  would  decrease  whether  or  not 
the  project  is  built,  due  to  the  anticipated  effects  of  emis- 
sion controls.     Project-generated  traffic  would  cause  increases 
in  carbon  monoxide  concentrations . 

All  predicted  concentrations,  present  or  future,  are  below  the 
national  ambient  air  quality  standards  of  35  and  9  parts  per 
million  for  the  one-  and  eight-hour  standards,  respectively. 

b.     Areawide  Scale 

The  effect  of  project  and  non-project  emissions  on  air  quality 
is  quantified  by  considering  all  emission  sources  within  a  one- 
kilometer  square  (.386  square  mile)   centered  on  the  project. 
Model  input  is  the  average  daily  emissions  from  the  project. 
Sources  considered  included  U.S.  Highway  101,  Blanken  Avenue, 
Harney  Way,  Jamestown  Avenue,  and  the  project  parking  areas. 

The  results  of  the  statistical  model  predicting  concentration 
and  yields  estimates  of  the  annual  maximum  concentration  of 
carbon  monoxide  at  various  averaging  times  are  given  below. 

TABLE  8 

Areawide  Carbon  Monoxide  Levels 
(parts  per  million) 


1-Hour  8 -Hour 

Average  Average 

Present   (1975)  2.6  1.6 

With  project   (1981)  2.1  1.3 

No  project   (1981)  0.9  0.5 


The  predicted  present  and  future  levels  are  below  the  national 
standards.     Levels  would  decrease  whether  the  proposed  project 
is  built  or  not,  but  the  amount  of  change  with  the  proposed 
project  is  smaller. 
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c.     Regional  Scale 

The  regional  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  are  measured  by 
estimating  pollutant  levels  10  kilometers  downwind  with  a  dis- 
persion model   (see  Appendix  C) .     Project  emissions  are  con- 
sidered to  be  released  from  a  point  source  centered  at  the 
site.     The  disperson  model  yields  estimates  of  the  project's 
impact  on  air  quality  after  pollutants  are  transported  to  the 
East  Bay. 

The  resulting  concentrations  of  various  pollutants  for  the 
proposed  project  are  shown  below: 


TABLE  9 


Regional  Concentrations    of  Pollutants 


Pollutant 

Carbon 
monoxide 

Hydro- 
carbons 

Nitrogen 
oxides 

Sulfur 
oxides 


Ambient  Air 
Quality  Std. 

40,000   (1  hour) 
10,000   (8  hours) 

160 

500 

100 


Proposed 
Project 

3.6 
2.7 

0.85 

0.70 

0.02 


d.     Effects  on  Air  Quality  Planning 

It  is  likely  that  the  Air  Quality  Maintenance  Plan   (AQMP)  will 
contain  provisions  for  land  use  planning  and  transportation 
controls.     Measures  may  control,  limit,  or  restrict  location 
of  development  or  require  development  of  alternative  transpor- 
tation systems.     Because  the  provisions  of  the  Plan  are  uncer- 
tain, the  effect  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  AQMP  or  the  effe 
of  the  AQMP  on  the  proposed  project  cannot  be  ascertained. 


Calculations  were  carried  out  to  two  significant  figures  for 
comparison  only.  Accuracy  to  two  significant  figures  is  not 
implied. 
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5 .     Climate  and  Comfort 

Any  development  on  the  site  would  affect  human  comfort  in  two 
ways.     First,  more  people     would  be  exposed  to  the  climate. 
Second,   the  grading  plan,   structures,  and  other  improvements 
would  affect  wind  speeds,  wind  directions,  and  sunshine  pat- 
terns on  the  site.     Appendix  B  contains  a  microclimate  impact 
analysis  for  the  proposed  project.     Results  of  the  wind  tunnel 
study  indicate  that  the  proposed  project  would  reduce  winds 
slightly  in  the  open  areas  of  the  site  due  to  the  added  rough- 
ness and  drag  exerted  on  the  wind  by  structures  and  topographic 
changes.     Close  to  buildings,  however,  wind  exposure  would  vary 
from  very  sheltered  to  very  exposed. 

Each  of  the  four  areas  comprising  the  project   (Figure  3,  page 
7)  was  analyzed  separately.     Areas  1  and  2  were  found  to  be 
sheltered  and  would  have  low  discomfort  frequencies,  primarily 
because  they  contain  low-rise  complexes   (up  to  40  feet)   and  are 
at  a  low  elevation.     Area  1A  is  on  an  exposed  plateau  and  the 
building  configuration  does  little  to  reduce  winds  or  discom- 
fort.    Area  3  was  found  to  have  the  highest  winds  and  the 
greatest  potential  for  discomfort. 

The  high-rise  towers  accelerate  wind  at  ground  level  of  a  wind 
speed  index  from  approximately  12  to  74    (see  Appendix  B) . 
Coupled  with  large  shadow  areas  caused  by  these  structures, 
this  would  cause  frequent,  cool  and  windy  conditions.  Plaza 
and  courtyard  areas  intended  for  outdoor  activities  would  be 
subject  to  shadows  cast  by  the  buildings  and  site  features. 
Conditions  incompatible  with  the  intended  uses  could  result, 
especially  where  shadowing  is  combined  with  wind  exposure. 
Shadowing  impacts  would  be  particularly  severe  in  the  follow- 
ing areas    (Figure  21,   pages  65  to  70) :     The  Courtyard  in  Area  3 
would  be  in  shade  in  the  morning   (50  percent  of  the  time) (Figure  21D) . 


Areas  with  no  shade  and  low  wind  speed  index  0-20,  see 
Appendix  B. 
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and  late  afternoon  (85  percent  of  the  time)    (Figure  21F)  all 
summer  and  would  be  in  the  shade  60  to  100  percent  of  the  time 
(Figures  21A,  B,  C)    in  the  winter  months.     North  and  west  entry 
areas  to  all  buildings  would  be  in  the  shade  during  most  of  the 
winter  months   (Figures  21A,  B,  C) .     Courtyards  in  Area  1  would 
be  frequently  shaded  by  buildings  in  winter   (Figures  21A,  B, 
C)   and  10  to  50  percent  of  the  time  in  the  summer   (Figures  21Df 
E,  F)  . 

6 .     Vegetation  and  Wildlife 

About  a  thousand  native  trees  and  shrubs  would  be  planted  on 
the  site,  primarily  on  the  undeveloped  open  space  on  the  upper 
slopes  of  Bayview  Hill   (approximately  30  acres) .     This  increase 
in  vegetation  would  add  to  the  wildlife  shelter  on  the  site  and 
would  lessen  erosion  potential.     The  landscaping  of  the  steeper 
portions  of  the  site  would  also  have  a  visual  impact. 

Irrigation  of  the  managed  landscaped  areas  would  increase  the 
demand  for  water  consumption  by  some  70,000  gallons  per  day 
(see  Section  IV. ,  11,  page  74). 

The  landscaping  and  added  planting  on  the  site  is  consistent 
with  the  following  policies,  objectives,  and  recommendations 
of  the  South  Bayshore  Development  Plan   (p.   7) ,  the  Urban  Design 
Element   (pp.   36,  130),  and  the  Conservation  Element   (p.   74)  of 
the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan: 

— emphasis  on  the  hills  with  hilltops  kept  as  open  landscaped 
view  points; 

— protect  and  promote  large-scale  landscaping  and  open  space 
that  define  districts  and  topography; 

— install,  promote,  and  maintain  landscaping  in  public  and 
private  areas. 
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7 .  Land  Use 

An  application  for  rezoning  the  site  from  R-l    (One  Family  Resi- 
dential District)   and  M-l   (Light  Industrial  District)   to  C-2 
(Community  Business  District)  was  submitted  to  the  City 
Planning  Department  in  February  1976. 

The  site  is  classified  by  the  City  Planning  Code  as  an  "A" 
district,  which  means  that  all  structures  must  be  4  0  feet 
in  height  or  lower.     In  order  for  the  proposed  project  to  be 
implemented  a  reclassification  of  the  height  limit  must  be 
given.     No  height  reclassification  has  yet  been  issued  by  the 
City  for  any  district  since  enactment  of  the  Height  and  Bulk 
Ordinance,  August  18,  1972.     An  application  was  submitted 
in  June  1976  to  the  City  for  height  reclassification  of  Area  3 
(Figure  3,  page  7)   up  to  200  feet  and  bulk  classification  "I.1*^ 

If  the  height  reclassification  and  rezoning  were  permitted,  the 
land  use  of  the  site  would  change  to  office,  restaurant,  hotel, 
and  convention  activity. 

The  South  Bay shore  study  recommends  development  of  "upwards  of 

700  units  on  47  acres  of  land,   5  acres  of  shopping,   5  acres  for 

an  elementary  school  and  2.5  acres  for  recreation"    (the  proposed 

2 

project  site  is  71  acres) . 

8 .  Archaeology 

The  archaeologist's  report  (Appendix  F)  indicates  that  implemen- 
tation of  the  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to  have  an  impact 
on  archaeological  remains. 

"I"  classification  applies  to  buildings  which  are  over  150  feet 
in  height.     The  maximum  bulk  dimensions  in  this  district  symbol 
classification  are  170  feet  in  length  and  200  feet  diagonally. 
San  Francisco  City  Planning  Code,  Chapter  II,  Article  2.5,  Section 
270,  Table  7,  pages  84  and  85.  " 
2 

The  South  Bayshore  Study,  adopted  by  Resolution  6745  of  the 
Planning  Commission,  February  19,   1970,  page  80. 
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9 .  Demography 

The  economic  study  for  the  proposed  project   (Appendix  I) 
estimates  that  with  full  implementation  of  the  proposed  project, 
about  4,900  permanent  jobs  would  be  created.     Nearly  3,500 
of  these  positions  would  be  clerical  and  service  jobs.  Based 
on  the  1970  census,  over  25  percent  of  the  residents  living  in 
the  adjacent  neighborhoods   (Table  3,  page  38)  were  employed  in 
the  clerical  and  service  job  categories   (a  greater  percentage 
than  any  other  occupation  category) .     The  proposed  project  is 
not  expected  to  affect  the  demographic  makeup  of  the  nearby 
communities   (i.e.,   it  is  unlikely  that  prospective  project 
employees  would  move  to  the  local  neighborhoods,  and  people 
living  in  the  nearby  community  who  would  work  at  the  proposed 
project  would  probably  not  move  away  from  the  area) . 

The  proposed  project  is  designed  to  attract  users  from  downtown 
San  Francisco,   from  the  Midpeninsula,  and  from  elsewhere  out- 
side the  City.     It  is  not  expected  that  the  user  population 
would  affect  the  demographic  characteristics  of  the  City  or 
the  region. 

10 .  Noise 

The  intended  land  uses    of  the  proposed  project  are  in  the 
categories  of  Office  Buildings,    (Personal,  Business  and 
Professional  Services) ,  transient  Lodging   (Hotels) ,  and 
Commercial   (Retail  and  Restaurants)   as  set  forth  in  the 
Transportation  Noise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan.     Figure  15, 
page  42  indicates  that  the  office  buildings  and  commerical 
land  uses  could  be  built  without  noise  insulation  requirements 
in  areas  with  sound  levels  less  than  70  dB (A)    (in  Community 
Noise  Equivalent  Levels,  as  discussed  in  Appendix  G) .  Approxi- 
mately 58  percent  of  the  proposed  project  site  experiences  less 
than  CNEL  70  dB  (A)  (Figure  14,  page  41).    According  to  the  Land 
Use  Compatibility  Chart   (page  42)  between  70  and  75  dB (A)  is 


-  73  - 


conditionally  acceptable  for  the  above  uses,  provided  that  a 
detailed  noise  analysis  is  conducted  and  special  noise 
insulation  provisions  are  incorporated  into  the  proposed 
project  design.     Between  the  75  dB (A)   and  80  dB (A)  contours, 
new  construction  or  development  should  be  discouraged.  If 
development  does  proceed,  noise  reduction  requirements  must 
be  made  and  special  noise  insulation  features  must  be  included 
in  the  design. 

Any  land  used  for  transient  lodging,   such  as  hotels  or  motels, 
must  have  noise  insulation  provisions  between  60  and  75  dB (A) . 
The  hotel  planned  for  the  site   (in  Area  2)  would  be  between  the 
70  dB(A)   and  80  dB(A)   contours     and  would  require  a  detailed 
analysis  of  the  noise  reduction  requirements  and  special  noise 
insulation  provisions  in  the  proposed  project  design. 

The  proposed  project  may  be  inconsistent  with  the  following 
objective  and    policy  of  the  Transportation  Noise  Section  of 
the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  San  Francisco  Compre- 
hensive Plan   (page  15)  : 

-  Objective  3:  Promote  land  uses  that  are  compatible  with 
transportation  noise  levels. 

-  Policy  1:  Discourage  new  uses  in  areas  in  which  the  noise 
level  exceeds  the  noise  compatibility  guidelines  for  that  use. 

11 .     Public  Utilites  and  Energy  Consumption 

Impacts  of  the  proposed  project  for  utilities  and  services 
are  based  on  the  Utilities  Report,  Appendix  H. 

a.  Water 

The  proposed  project  would  consume  an  average  of  283,000  gallon 
per  day   (peak  consumption  330,000  gallons  per  day)    to  serve 
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users,  facilities,  and  irrigation  .     The  developer  of  the 
proposed  project  would  construct  a  12-inch  water  line  replacing 
the  existing  8-inch  line  in  Blanken  Avenue  to  the  connection 
point  of  a  new  12-inch  City  line  at  Campbell  Avenue  and 
Goettingen  Street   (Figure  16,  page  44). 


Preliminary  discussions  with  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
indicate  that  an  adequate  supply  of  water  would  exist  if  the 

new  12-inch  City  line  were  completed  before  the  construction  of 

2 

Area  3  and  the  upper  portion  of  Area  1A  .      (No  schedule  has 

been  set  for  construction  of  the  line  from  the  Sunset  Reservoir) . 


The  proposed  project  would  have  a  cumulative  effect,  together 
with  other  projects  in  the  area,  on  total  water  usage  in  the 

region  (See  Section  iv,  16,  page  105).  This  could  increase  the  need 
for  expanded  storage  and  distribution  facilities. 


b.  Electricity 

The  anticipated  electrical  demand  for  all  uses  in  the  proposed 
project,  based  on  project  design  criteria  in  accordance  with 
applicable  codes  and  facility  requirements,  is  shown  below: 

3 

Connected  load,  kilowatts  18,000 
Average  kilowatt-hours  used  per  month  6,720,000 
Average  kilowatt-hours  used  per  month  per  6.0 
square  foot 


1 

Water  consumption  estimates  are  based  on  36  gallons  per  day  per 
capita  for  employees,  10  gallons  per  day  per  capita  for  patrons, 
2,470  gallons  per  day  per  acre  for  irrigation,  and  50  gallons  per 
day  per  hotel  unit.     Residential  consumption  is  estimated  at  8  0 
gallons  per  capita  per  day. 

2 

James  Cooney,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone 
conversation,  May  18,  1976. 

3 

All  calculations  are  based  on  project  area  and  design  data 
tables  provided  by  the  Northern  California  Chapter  of  the 
American  Society  of  Heating,  Refrigerating,  and  Air 
Conditioning  Engineers. 
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Daily  and  annual  load  distributions  for  electrical  consumption 
are  shown  in  Figures  22  and  23;   the  total  variation  from 
maximum  to  minimum  consumption  is  40  percent  with  winter 
consumption  being  the  lowest."'"     The  buildings  would  be  air 
conditioned  and  would  be  arranged  on  an  economizer  system  to 
reduce  electrical  consumption. 

c.     Natural  gas  and  fuel  oil 

The  proposed  complex    would  use  natural  gas  for  heat  (including 

2 

water)   and  restaurant  cooking.       Estimated  proposed  project 
fuel  requirements  for  the  operation  of  the     entire  development 
are  shown  below: 


Average  consumption  of  fossil  fuel  in  British 
Thermal  Units  per  square  foot  of  interior 

floor  space  per  day  3  77 

Maximum  natural  gas  consumption,  cubic  feet  per 
hour  27,7  00 

Total  connected  load  of  natural  gas,  cubic  feet 
per  hour  28,300 


1 

Minimum  daily  electrical  consumption  occurs  on  the  average 
around  7  a.m.  prior  to  occupancy  of  the  office  buildings  and 
after  janitorial  work  is  complete.     Maximum  daily  electrical 
consumption  occurs  around  8:30  p.m.   as  all  lights  are  on  after 
dark  for  janitorial  employees. 

The  yearly  electrical  consumption  increases  abruptly  in  early 
March  when  air-conditioning  is  turned  on  and  again  in  May  when 
the  temperature  reaches  the  highest  levels. 

2 

A  ruling  by  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC) 
(Decision  No.   85189,   December  2,   1975)   may  affect  natural  gas 
users  consuming  more  than  50,000  cubic  feet  per  day.     No  incr- 
ease in  gas  deliveries  to  such  customers  is  to  be  made,  and  no 
new  gas-burning  equipment  is  to  be  connected  where  fuel  require- 
ments can  be  met  with  an  alternative  fuel.     The  proposed  project 
developer  is  studying  the  possibilities  of  using  alternative 
fuel  sources  such  as  solar  energy  and  fuel  oil.     The  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Company  is  reviewing  the  PUC  ruling  and  its 
ramifications  for  the  energy  needs  of  the  proposed  project. 
3 

See  Footnote  2,  preceding  page. 
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FIGURE  22.     ANTICIPATED  DAILY  ELECTRICAL  CONSUMPTION  CURVE 
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FIGURE  23.    Anticipated  Yearly  Electrical  Consumption  Curve 
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The  anticipated  daily  and  annual  natural  gas  load  distribution 
for  the  proposed  project  are  presented  in  Figures  24  and  25. 1 


d.  Telephone 

Telephone  service  to  the  proposed  project  would  be  provided 

by  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company,  which  indicates 

that  the  facilities  on  Blanken  Avenue  and  Bayshore  Boulevard 

2 

could  meet  the  demand  generated  by  the  proposed  project. 
On-site  installation  of  conduit  would  be  concurrent  with  the 
undergrounding  of  other  utilities.     The  interconnection  in  the 
Blanken  Avenue  exchange  would  cause  disruption  of  traffic  for 
approximately  six  weeks.      (See  Section  IV. ,  3,  page  60) 


e.     Dry  and  Wet  Weather  Sanitary  Flows 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  surface  water  runoff 
during  storms  by  up  to  15  cubic  feet  per  second  for  the  25.4 
acres  of  building  and  parking  areas.     Three  alternatives  have 
been  developed  for  routing  surface  runoff.     The  final  deter- 
mination would  be  made  by  the  City.     The  three  alternatives 
are : 

-  Continue  channeling  all  surface  runoff  into  the  Bay  through 
an  extension  of  the  existing  system.     This  alternative 
appears  unlikely  to  be  approved  by  the  Bay  Conservation 
and  Development  Commission  and  the  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board. 

-  A  dual  system  by  which  all  surface  runoff  from  the  developed 
portion  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  combined  with 
sewage  for  processing  in  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution 


1 

Although  the  warmest  month  for  occupancy  of  the  proposed  is 
September,  in  terms  of  the  "felt"  temperature   (highest  humidity 
and  least  wind) ,  the  least  natural  gas  consumption  would  occur  in 
July,  which  has  the  highest  24-hour  temperature   (and  has  less 
humidity,  and  feels  cooler) « 

2 

Jack  McGovern,  Pacific  Telephone,  letter  and  telephone  conver- 
sation, June  30,  1975. 
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FIGURE  24.   ANTICIPATED  DAILY  NATURAL  GAS  CONSUMPTION  CURVE 
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FIGURE  25.     ANTICIPATED  YEARLY  NATURAL  GAS  CONSUMPTION  CURVE 
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Control  Plant.     This  approach  would  represent  a  peak  wet 
weather  flow  of  some  10  million  gallons  a  day,  to  be 
processed,  or  about  2  5  percent  of  the  plant's  existing 
peak  capacity  of  40  million  gallons  per  day.     All  surface 
water  not  on  the  developed  portion  of  the  property  would 
be  channeled  through  the  existing  system  into  the  Bay. 

-  A  total  system  to  collect  all  surface  runoff  on  the  pro- 
posed project  site  and  route  to  the  Southeast  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Plan.     This  system  would  have  to  handle 
approximately  29  million  gallons  per  day  in  peak  wet 
weather,  about  73  percent  of  the  plant's  current  capacity. 

The  plant  is  often  unable  to  handle  peak  wet  weather  flow,  and 
excess  untreated  sewage  is  discharged  into  the  Bay."''    The  plant 
is  to  be  expanded  to  a  capacity  of  65   (approximately  142  for  peak 
instances)  million  gallons  per  day  by  1980,  but  the  cumulative 
demands  of  the  proposed  project  and  other  sections  of  the  area  may 
tax  this  expansion.      (Approximately  7,000  cubic  feet  of  volume 
storage  would  probably  be  required  at  the  Southeast  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Plant  to  accommodate  the  dry  and  wet  weather  sanitary 

2 

flows,  above  and  beyond  the  expansion  currently  planned.) 

The  proposed  project  when  fully  developed  would  generate  210,000 

3 

gallons  of  sanitary  waste  per  day.       This  would  increase  the 

load  on  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  by  approxi- 

4 

mately  0.38  percent.       The  proposed  project  would  utilize  the 
existing  sewage  tunnel  under  Bayview  Hill  for  channeling  proposed 
project  sewage  to  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant; 
however,  the  City  has  not  yet  approved  use  of  this  system. 


In  1975  the  plant  overflowed  82  times.     Donald  Birrer,  San  Fran- 
cisco Department  of  Public  works,  telephone  conversation  April  4,  1975. 

2 

Donald  Birrer,  op  cit. ,  phone  conversation  August  3,  1976. 

3 

Based  on  the  quantity  of  water  consumed  by  the  proposed  project 
excluding  irrigation;   see  Appendix  H. 

4  ... 
The  current  peak  hydraulic  and  processing  capacity  of  the  plant 

is  55  million  gallons. 
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In  1970,  the  Clean  Water  Act  set  standards  for  the  treatment  of 
dry  and  wet  weather  sanitary  flows.     In  1974,  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  developed  the  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Management 
Master  Plan  for  wastewater    treatment  to  meet  the  Federal  and 
State  Standards.     On  May  18,  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional 
Water  Quality  Board  issued  a  Cease  and  Desist  Order  on  the 
development  of  all  projects  in  the  City  east  of  Twin  Peaks.  It 
is  not  determined  how  long  this  ban  would  be  in  effect. 1 


f.     Solid  Waste 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  11,000  pounds  (5.5 

2 

tons)   of  solid  waste  per  business  day.       The  refuse  would  be 

trucked  to  the  City's  sanitary  landfill  site  in  Mountain  View 

which  is  expected  to  be  filled  in  the  next  four  years  (no 

3 

replacement  site  has  yet  been  found) . 
12 .     Emergency  Services 


a.     Fire  Protection 

The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  has  indicated  that  fire 

protection  service  could  be  available  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 

proposed  project,  provided  that  the  proposed  project  meet  the 

applicable  code  requirements  and  access  needs,  and  that  external 

and  internal  water  supply  were  provided  as  stipulated  by  the 

4 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department. 


1  

Douglas  Holmen,  City  Planning  Dept.,  May,  1976. 

o 

Based  on  lb/100  sq.   ft.  of  floor  space  per  day,  as  stipulated 
in  California  Solid  Waste  Management  Board  Bulletin  No.  2, 
Solid  waste  generation  factors  in  California,  July  8,  1974. 

3 

Three  or  four  truck  trips  would  be  required  per  day  for 
removal  of  the  refuse. 

4 

Gilbert  Bendix,  Superintendent,  Bureau  of  Engineering  and 
Water  Supply,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  letter 
September  18,  1975. 
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b.     Police  Service 

A  report  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department 
(Appendix  J)    predicts  that  the  number  of  incidents  requiring 
police  response  would  be  slightly  over  150  for  a  one-year 
period.     The  Department  estimates  that  the  proposed  project 
could  require  police  services  costing  about  $81,800  per  year. 

13.  Economics 

The  following  discussion  summarizes  the  Economic  Report 
prepared  by  Keyser/Marston  Associates,  Appendix  G. 

a.  Employment 

Upon  full  implementation  of  the  proposed  project,  permanent 
employment  for  a  typical  year  is  estimated  by  land  use  shown 
in  Table  10,  page  85. 

Total  permanent  employment  generated  by  the  proposed  project 
is  estimated  at  4,940.     Approximately  4,400  of  the  permanent 
jobs  would  be  office-related;  the  remainder  would  be  distri- 
buted among  restaurant,  hotel,  and  retail  employment.  A 
distribution  of  employees  by  occupation,  as  shown  in  Table  10 , 
page  8§,   indicates  that  about  84  percent  of  the  jobs  would  be  white- 
collar  jobs  and  the  remaining  16  percent  would  be  blue-collar 
jobs.     No  positions  would  be  guaranteed. 

1)     Minority  Employment 

In  1970  about  7,500  unemployed  people,   largely  a  minority 
population,   lived  in  the  South  Bayshore  sector  of  San  Francisco. 
Based  on  the  1970  Census  of  Population,  the  occupational 
distribution  of  unemployed  minority  people  throughout  the 
metropolitan  area  is  projected  as  follows: 
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TABLE  11 

Occupational  Distribution  of 
San  Francisco  Unemployed,  1970 

Percent: 

White  Collar  Occupations 


Professional/Technical  5 

Managers/Officers/Proprietors  2 

Clerical  16 

Sales  4 
Blue  Collar  Occupations 

Service  17 

Craftsmen  14 

Operatives/Transportation  Equipment  25 

Other  17 

Total  100% 


The  jobs  generated  by  the  proposed  project  for  which 
minority  persons  living  in  the  immediate  area  of  the  proposed 
project  site  are  qualified  would  be  largely  clerical  and 
service  positions   (approximately  3,480  projected  jobs,  or 
70  percent  of  the  total) .     Employment  at  the  proposed  project 
may  lower  the  percentages  of  unemployed  clerical  and  service 
positions  in  Table  10;  however,  the  extent  to  which  this  may 
occur  cannot  be  determined  this  time. 

2)     Construction  Employment 

Construction  employment  attributable  to  the  proposed  project 
would  span  the  projected  six-year  building  period  and  is 
estimated  at  an  average  of  220  employees  per  year,  as  follows 

Total  value  of  new  improvements  $48,300,000 
excluding  land   (1975  dollars) 

On-site  labor  share  of  improvement  14,500,000 
value  @  30% 

Total  person  weeks  of  construction  46,800 
labor  at  $310/week 

Total  person  years  of  construction  1,300 
labor  at  35  weeks/year 

Average  yearly  construction  employ-  220 
ment  over  six  years 
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The  creation  of  nearly  4,900  jobs   (nearly  3,400  of  which 
could  be  available  to  people  living  in  adjacent  communities) 
is  consistent  with  the  economic-employment  discussion  in  the 
South    Bayshore    Study:   "the  creation  of  job  opportunities  for 
the  citizens  of  the  South  Bayshore  community  is  a  pressing 
immediate  problem" ( page  78).     No  jobs  created  at  the  proposed 
project,   however,  would  be  guaranteed  for  any  residents. 
Positions  would  be  filled  on  the  basis  of  personal  qualifi- 
cations. 

b.     Municipal  Costs 

Increases  in  annual  municipal  capital  and  operating  costs  due 
to  the  development  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  estimated 
at  $90,000   (1975  dollars).     The  proposed  project  developer 
would  provide  on-site  and  off-site  capital  improvements  related 
to  municipal  services  including  roads,   street  lights,  and 
installation  of  sewers,  water  mains,  and  storm  drains  to 
connect  with  existing  municipal  systems. 

Based  on  the  current  experience  of  each  of  the  City  departments 
involved  and  the  characteristics  of  the  capital  improvements 
provided  by  the  developer,  the  following  increases  in  municipal 
costs  are  estimated: 
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TABLE  12  Estimated  Municipal  Costs 


 Urban  Service  

Police  protection 
Fire  protection 
Sanitary  sewerage 
Water  service 

Storm  drainage 

Street  maintenance  &  cleaning 
street  lights  &  traffic 
signals 


Increase  in  Annual  Municipal 
Operating  Cost   (1975  dollars) 

$82,0001 
2 

Minimal 
$99,0003 

Profitable  operation  paid  for 
through  charges  for  service. 

4 

Dependent  on  system  design 
$8,000+5 


Based  on  report  in  Appendix  J. 

2 

Based  on  letter  from  Gilbert  G.  Bendix,  Superintendent  of 
the  Bureau  of  Engineering  &  Water  Supply,  San  Francisco 
Fire  Department,  September  18,  1975. 

^Based  on  recommendations  of  Stone  &  Youngberg,   "Sewer  Revenue 
Program  Study",  pp.   54-55,  using  fee  schedule  for  1981-82.  Fees 
are  set  to  cover  costs. 

4 

Actual  storm  drainage  system  not  yet  determined.     If  storm 
drainage  were  channeled  to  water  pollution  control  plant, 
rate  would  be  the  same  as  Item  3. 

^Estimate  given  by  Dick  Evans,  Department  of  Public  Works, 
September  14,  1975  ,  phone  conversation. 


c.     Municipal  Revenues 

Municipal  tax  revenues  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
generated  by  the  proposed  project  are  estimated  for  a  typical 
year  after  completion  of  development  as  follows: 
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TABLE  13 


-  Estimated  Municipal  Costs 


Tax  Revenue  Source 


Estimated  Annual 
Tax  Revenue 


City 
Share 
(percent) 


City  of  San  Francisco 
Annual  Tax  Revenue 


Property  tax 

Employer 1 s  payroll 
expenditure  tax 


(1975  dollars) 
$1,800,000 
494, 0002 


100.  0 


58.  0 


(1975  dollars) 
$1,050,000 


490,000 


Sales  tax 


788,000 
126,000 
3,210,000 


120,000 
126,000 
$1,790,000 


Hotel  room  tax 


100.0 


Total 


1 


Property  taxes  are  collected  for  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District, 
BART,  and  other  miscellaneous  special  districts.     The  City 
of  San  Francisco  receives  $7.40  per  $100  of  assessed 
valuation,  equivalent  to  58  percent  of  the  total  property 
tax  rate  of  $12.75.     The  proposed  project  site  was  assessed 
for  $94,360  in  1974. 

2 

The  estimated  employer's  payroll  expenditure  tax  generated 
by  the  proposed  project  is  based  on  a  projected  total  pay- 
roll expense  of  $79,700,000  in  1975  dollars. 

3 

While  the  State  of  California  collects  a  6h  percent  sales 
tax  on  goods  sold  in  San  Francisco,  only  1  percent  of  the 
total  tax  is  returned  to  the  City,  equivalent  to  15.4  per- 
cent of  total  sales  tax  revenues  collected  the  the  State. 
Sales  tax  revenues  of  6h  percent  to  be  collected  by  the 
State  of  California  are  based  on  139,688  square  feet  of 
restaurant  and  small  shop  space,  operating  at  a  projected 
average  taxable  sales  volume  of  $12,100,000. 

4 

Hotel  rooms  would  be  in  the  range  of  $25  -  35  per  person/ 
per  room/per  night. 


The  aggregate  market  value  of  land  and  improvements  for  the 
proposed  project  would  be  some  $56,000,000   (based  on  develop- 
ment costs) .     The  projected  property  tax  revenues  to  the 
City  of  San  Francisco  would  represent  an  increase  of  $1,037,000 
(the  proposed  project  site  currently  generates  City  property 
tax  revenues  of  about  $7,000).     When  the  proposed  project  is 
fully  implemented,  the  total  revenues  to  the  City  would  be 
$1,785,000   (1976  dollars) . 
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d.  Impact  on  Office  Space 

The  853,000  square  feet  of  office  space  in  the  proposed  project 
would  be  less  than  two  percent  of  the  estimated  50  million 
square  feet  of  office  space  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  in  1981 
(Appendix  I) . 

e.  Impact  on  Hotels  and  Motels 

The  275  rooms  of  the  proposed  hotel  represents  8  percent  of  the 
approximately  3,400  hotel  and  motel  rooms  in  San  Mateo  County 
available  to  airport  travelers,  business  persons  and  people 
attending  conventions . ^     The  estimated  1,980  room  receipts  for 
the  hotel  would  be  less  than  5  percent  of  projected  room  receipts 
for  San  Mateo  County  hotels  and  motels    (the  expected  annual 
receipts  from  airport  travelers  would  fall  within  a  range  of 
$1.2  to  $1.75  million). 

14 .     Visual  Impact 

The  two  15-story  highrise  towers  would  contrast  with  Bayview  Hill 
and  could  be  seen  from  adjacent  neighborhoods  west  and  northwest 
of  the  proposed  projected  area.     Figure  26  identifies  the  sections 
shown  in  Figure  27,  page  92,  which  contains  sections  of  the  pro- 
posed project  and  the  local  area.     The  tower  structures  would 
begin  to  be  silhouetted  against  the  skyline  when  viewed  from  the 
south  from  a  distance  of  less  than  2,100  feet. 

Figures  29A  through  29E,  pages  94  to  99,   show  panoramic  views  of 
the  proposed  projected  site  from  various  locations  in  the  adja- 
cent neighborhood  and  the  James  Lick  Freeway    (Figure  28,  page  93, 
provides  a  key  to  the  location  of  the  view) .     Views  from  the 
northwest  over  the  portions  of  Little  Hollywood,   the  Costa  Brava 


"'"John  Steen,  Executive  Director,  San  Mateo  Vistors  and  Convestion 
Bureau,  May  1976. 
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LOCATION  FROM  WHICH  PHOTO  WAS  TAKEN 
A    POINT  ON  FREEWAY  AT  WHICH  TOWERS  BREAK  SKYLINE 


FIGURE  28.     PROPOSED  PROJECT  VIEW  LOCATIONS  MAP 
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Restaurant  area,  and  the  hill  leading  to  McLaren  Park,  would  be 
obstructed  by  the  towers.     The  view  from  the  Costa  Brava  Restau- 
rant would  be  partly  blocked  by  the  towers,  although  the  restau- 
rant's major  dining  areas  are  oriented  to  the  north,  away  from 
the  proposed  project. 

Most  views  from  Visitacion  Valley  toward  the  proposed  project 
site  would  include  only  the  upper  stories  of  the  towers.  Any 
view  of  the  proposed  project  site  from  the  west  or  southwest 
at  an  elevation  of  more  than  four  stories,  such  as  the  Geneva 
Towers,  would  be  obstructed  by  the  project's  towers. 

a.     Relationship  to  Comprehensive  Plan 

The  design  and  siting  of  the  proposed  project  structures  (Fig- 
ures 3,  page  7;   3A,  page  8;   4,  page  9)  especially  the  high-rise 
towers,  are  inconsistent  with  the  following  design  principles, 
objectives,  and  policies  of  the  Urban  Design  Plan  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan: 


City  Pattern 


Principles 


2  (p.  23) :  Street  layouts  and  building 
forms  which  do  not  emphasize  topography 
reduce  the  clarity  of  the  city  form  and 
image . 


4   (p.   24) :     Where  large  parks  occur  at 
tops  of  hills,  low-rise  buildings  surround- 
ing them  will  preserve  views  from  the  park 
and  maintain  visibility  of  the  park  from 
other  areas  of  the  city. 


Policy 


1   (p.   36) :     Recognize  and  protect  major 
views  in  the  city,  with  particular  attention 
to  those  of  open  space  and  water. 


Conservation 


Principle 


2  (p.  55) :  New  development  can  enhance  and 
preserve  San  Francisco's  distinctive 
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qualities  if  it  is  designed  with  consider- 
ation for  the  prevailing  design  character 
and  the  effect  on  surroundings. 


Major  New  Developments 

On  page  76  of  the  Urban  Design  Plan  the 
proposed  project  site  is  shown  as  a  location 
where  tall  building  would  block  views  (of 
Bayview  Hill)   from  roadways. 

Principles  1    (p.   80):     The  relationships  of  a  building's 

size  and  shape  to  its  visibility  in  the 
cityscape,  to  important  natural  features  and 
to  existing  development  determine  whether  it 
will  have  a  pleasing  or  a  disruptive  effect 
on  the  image  and  character  of  the  city. 

IB:     Extremely  massive  buildings  on  or  near 
hills  can  overwhelm  the  natural  land  forms, 
block  views,  and  generally  disrupt  the 
character  of  the  city. 

1C :     Low  small-scale  buildings  on  the  slopes 
of  hills,  at  their  base  and  in  the  valleys 
between,  complement  topographic  forms  and 
permit  uninterrupted  views. 

ID:    (p.   81):     Low  buildings  along  the  water- 
front contribute  to  the  gradual  tapering 
of  height  from  hilltops  to  water  that  is 
characteristic  of  San  Francisco  and  allows 
views  of  the  Ocean  and  the  Bay. 

IE:     Larger,  taller  buildings  can  blend 
pleasantly  with  small-scaled  areas  if  the 
change  in  scale  is  not  excessive  and  if 
their  form  or  surface  pattern  is  articulated 
to  reflect  the  existing  scale. 

4   (p.   83) :     The  relationship  between  areas 
of  low,   fine-scaled  buildings  and  areas  of 
high,  large-scaled  buildings  can  be  made 
more  pleasing  if  the  transition  in  building 
height  mass  between  such  areas  is  gradual. 

7  (p.  85) :  Buildings  which  meet  the  ground 
and  reflect  the  slope  of  the  hill  relate  to 
the  land  form. 
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Policies  2    (p.   91) :     Avoid  extreme  contrast  in  color, 

shape,  and  other  characteristics  which  will 
cause  new  buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess 
of  their  public  importance. 

4    (p.   92) :     Promote  building  forms  that  will 
respect  and  improve  the  integrity  of  open 
spaces  and  other  public  areas. 

5:     Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  impor- 
tant attributes  of  the  city  pattern  and  to 
height  and  character  of  existing  develop- 
ment. 

6    (p.   94) :     Relate  the  bulk  of  buildings  to 
the  prevailing  scale  of  development  to 
avoid  an  overwhelming  or  dominating  appear- 
ance in  new  construction. 


The  urban  design  guidelines  for  the  height  of  buildings,  on 
page  93,   show  the  northern  portion  of  the  proposed  project 
site  as  0-40  feet  and  the  southern  portion  41-88  feet. 

Policies  7    (p.   96) :     Recognize  the  special  urban 

design  problems  posed  in  development  of 
large  properties. 

The  proposed  project  appears  to  be  consistent  with  the  following 
objectives,  principles,  and  policies  of  the  Urban  Design  Plan 
Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan: 


City  Pattern 

Principles  9    (p.   29) :     Special  lighting  fixtures  and 

quality  of  light  can  enhance  the  identity 
of  districts,  distinctive  areas,  and 
important  shopping  streets 

Policy  4    (p.   36) :     Protect  and  promote  large-scale 

landscaping  and  open  space  that  define 
districts  and  topography. 
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Major  New  Developments 


Principles  11    (p.   86) :     A  building  situated  in  a 

visually  dominant  position,  whose 
exterior  is  blank  and  uninteresting, 
does  not  relate  to  surrounding  develop- 
ment and  tends  to  repel  the  observer's 
attention . 


Neighborhood  Environment 


Principles  9    (p.   109) :     Open,  unlandscaped  parking 

areas  are  dull  and  unattractive,  and 
generally  have  a  deleterious  effect  upon 
their  surroundings. 


Policies  3    (p.   128) :     Provide  adequate  lighting 

in  public  areas. 

8   (p.  129) :     Provide  convenient  access 
to  a  variety  of  recreation  opportunities. 

12    (p.   130) :     Install,  promote  and  main- 
tain landscaping  in  public  and  private 
areas . 


15 .     Neighborhood  Concerns 


The  proposed  project  developers  met  with  the  following  neighbor- 
hood organizations  to  discuss  the  proposed  development: 


The  Bayview-Hunters  Point  Community  Coordinating  Council 
(June  3  and  10,   1975,  January  27,  March  30,  1976) 

The  Visitacion  Valley  Merchants  Association 

(June  12  and  18,  August  25  and  27,  1975) 

The  All  Peoples'  Coalition 

(June  17,  August  13,  September  18,  1975, 
_  February  12  and  21,  1976) 
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The  Visitacion  Valley  Improvement  Association 

(June  23,  October  27,   1975,  March  15,  1976) 

The  Little  Hollywood  Improvement  Association 

(June  20,   September  29,  October  8  and  22,  1975) 

The  San  Francisco  Industry  and  Merchants  Association 
(July  17,  August  26,  September  19,  1975) 


Concerns  were  expressed  at  these  meetings  about  the  proposed 
project  and  its  probable  effect  on  the  adjacent  neighborhoods; 
some  are  listed  below. 


a.     Employment.     The  project  should  provide  permanent  employ- 
ment as  well  as  construction  work  for  residents 
of  the  South  Bayshore  area,  Visitacion  Valley  and 
Little  Hollywood   (Figure  11,  page  32) . 


b.     Property  values.     Members  of  the  Little  Hollywood  Improve- 
ment Association  were  concerned  about  whether  their 
property  values  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
project.      (The  Economic  Consultants  do  not  think 
there  would  be  any  change  in  property  values  due  to 
the  proposed  project  -  Appendix  I) . 


c.     Commercial  shops.     The  Visitacion  Valley  Merchants 

Association  does  not  want  commercial  activity  on 
the  proposed  project  site  that  would  compete  with 
existing  neighborhood  shops  and  stores.  The 
Bayview-Hunters  Point  Community  Coordinating 
Council  would  prefer  a  regional  shopping  center 
in  the  area. 


d.     Utilities.     The  project  should  not  tax  existing  public 
utility  services. 


e.     Neighborhood  identity.     Members  of  the  Little  Hollywood 
Improvement  Association  are  concerned  lest  the 
proposed  project  would  detract  from  a  sense  of 
neighborhood  identity  in  their  area. 


f.     Alternative  land  uses.     The  Little  Hollywood  Improvement 
Association  would  like  the  proposed  project  site 
to  be  studied  for  possible  use  as  open  space. 
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The  Bayview-Hunters  Point  Community  Coordinating  Council,  the 
San  Francisco  Industry  and  Merchants  Association,  and  the 
Visitacion  Valley  Merchants  Association  have  written  in  support 
of  the  proposed  project.1 

16 .     Related  Local  Plans  and  Proposed  Projects 

1.  Plans 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission 
(BCDC)  has  jurisdiction  over  the  Bay  shoreline  up  to  100  feet 
inland,  which  would  include  several  portions  of  the  southern 
boundary  of  the  proposed  project  site   (Figure  30,  page  106). 

Although  BCDC  would  review  the  proposed  project  plans,  proposed 

major  permit  applications  are  not  expected  to  be  required  due  to 

the  relatively  minor  amount  of  proposed  project  property  in  BCDC 

jurisdiction  and  the  compliance  of  land  use  to  BCDC  guidelines. 

If  either  of  the  first  two  alternatives  for  routing  surface  runoff 

(described  on  page  79  of  the  DEIR)   are  selected  by  the  City  of  San 

Francisco,  however,  administrative  permit  applications  may  be 

2 

required  by  BCDC. 

2.  Related  Projects   (Figure  30A) 

a.     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1)     India  Basin  Industrial  Park  (Butchertown  Redevelopment 
Plan) 

The  industrial  park  plan  was  approved  by  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  in  1967,  and  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors  in  1969.     The  area  has  been  cleared  and 
soil  compaction  and  site  preparation  have  been  under  way  on 
126  acres  of  reclaimed  land.     By  the  end  of  1976,  80  acres 
would  be  available  for  development.     Advertising  by  the  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  for  the  entire  project  started 
in  1976  and  2  acres  have  been  committed  for  private  project 
development. 


Copies  of  these  letters  are  on  file  with  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning  and  are  available  for  public  review. 

2 

Mike  Wilmar,  BCDC  telephone  conversation   August  11,  1976 

3 

Richard  Marshall,  Redevelopment  Agency,  May  1976. 
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FIGURE  30£.      PROPOSED  PROJECT  SITE  SHOWING  BCDC  JURISDICTION. 
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2)     The  reopening  of  Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard 

The  shipyard,  deactivated  in  1973,  has  been  the  source  of 
several  studies  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
and  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development.     The  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  Study  recommended  the  re-establishment  of  ship 
building  and  repair  work  and  the  development  of  light  industry, 
public  recreational  facilities,  private  housing,  and  new  com- 
mercial activity.1    The  U.S.  Navy  has  issued  a  statement,  stat- 
ing an  intention  to  sign  a  lease  for  the  shipyard  to  the  AAA 

Machine  Shop,  Inc.  on  June  30,  1976.     No  details  of  the  lease 

2 

are  publically  available. 


3)  Candlestick  Shoreline  State  Park  Project 

Approximately  85  acres  of  park  have  been  proposed  and  funds  have 

been  appropriated  for  land  acquisition  and  development  for  a  park 

project  along  the  shoreline  from  the  southside  of  the  Yosemite 

Canal  around  Candlestick  Point  to  the  intersection  of  Harney 

3 

Way  and  the  northbound  access  to  the  James  Lick  Freeway. 

Neighborhood  groups  working  in  conjunction  with  representatives 

from  the  City  and  State  agencies  are  in  the  process  of  developing 

proposals  to  extend  the  park  boundaries  around  the  Yosemite  Canal 

4 

and  to  include  the  south  portion  of  Hunters  Point  Shipyard. 

4)  Proposed  Railroad  Line  to  Hunters  Point 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  has  tentatively  proposed  to  construct 
a  railroad  to  the  marshaling  yard  at  Hunters  Point.     The  line 
would  be  used  to  carry  dryable  cargo  from  outside  the  Bay  Area 

^Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Study — Options  for  Future  Use,  San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  June  1974. 

2 

John  Anderson,  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Development,  City  of 
San  Francisco,  May  1976,  telephone  conversation. 

3 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,   "Recreation  and 
open  space  programs ,  recommendations  for  implementing  the 
Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan 
of  San  Francisco,"  July  1973. 

4 

Douglas  Holmen,  op.  cit. 
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to  the  docks  at  Hunters  Point  for  shipment  to  the  Pacific  area. 
Specifics  as  to  the  amount  of  use,  route,  construction,  sched- 
ule, or  funding  have  not  been  developed.^"    If  the  plan  is  pur- 
sued, an  environmental  impact  report  would  be  required. 

These  proposed  projects  and  the  San  Francisco  Executive  Park 
would  have  a  cumulative  impact  on  the  transportation  routes  in 
the  area  and  the  demand  for  public  services  including,  but  not 
limited  to    water,  electricity,  natural  gas,  and  waste  water 
treatment. 

b.     San  Mateo  County 

1)  San  Bruno  Mountain  Project  for  the  Visitacion  Association, 
a  joint  venture  of  Crocker  Bank,  Foremost-McKesson,  and 
the  AMFAC   (American  Factors  Corporation) . 

Originally  planned  as  a  combined  residential,  commercial, 
educational,  recreational,  and  office  development  for  a  com- 
munity of  18,600  people,  this  1,273-acre  project  was  reduced 
in  scope  by  about  two-thirds  by  the  San  Mateo  County  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  March  1976.     The  proposed  450-acre  project  is 
now  primarily  planned  for  commercial,  education,  recreational 
and  office  development  involving  the  participation  for  6,000 
people. 2 

2)  Crocker  Industrial  Park 

Adjacent  to  the  City  of  Brisbane,  approximately  two  miles  from 
the  proposed  San  Francisco  Executive  Park,  the  300-acre  devel- 
opment for  the  Crocker  Bank  currently  employs  6,000  people  and 
anticipates  an  expansion  of  two  to  three  thousand  more  within 
the  next  five  years. 


John  Anderson,  op.  cit. 

Geraldine  Steere,  Planner  III, 
conversation  March  29,  1976. 
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c.     City  of  Brisbane 

1)  Sierra  Point 

Public  hearings  for  the  final  EIR  of  this  110-acre  development 
were  held  in  April  1976.     The  proposed  project  would  include 
300  units  of  housing,  a  450-berth  marina,  a  400-room  hotel, 
three  to  four  restaurants,  and  a  park.''' 

2)  Southern  Pacific  Property 

The  City  of  Brisbane  is  expecting  an  application  in  June  1976 
for  a  125-acre  golf  course  development  to  be  constructed  on 
part  of  the  property  owned  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad. 
Additional  uses  for  the  property  such  as  an  industrial  park 
have  been  mentioned,  but  no  specific  plans  have  been  developed. 

The  proposed  projects  in  San  Mateo  County  and  the  San  Francisco 
Executive  Park  may  have  cumulative  impacts  on  the  demand  for 
office  space  and  hotel  facilities,  transportation  services, 
and  public  utilities. 


2 


''"Clark  Smithson,  City  Manager,  Brisbane,  telephone  conversation 
March  29,  1976. 

2Ibid. 
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V.     MITIGATION  MEASURES  TO  MINIMIZE  IMPACTS 


1 .  Geology ,   Soils ,  and  Seismicity 

a.  The  final  design  of  the  grading  scheme  would  include  a  more 
gradual  cut.     All  slopes  would  be  excavated  no  steeper  than 
2:1   (horizontal: vertical) ,  with  benches  about  30  feet  apart 
vertically  to  improve  overall  stability,  permit  equipment 
access  for  maintenance,  and  facilitate  landscaping. 

b.  The  upper  portion  of  the  slide  that  encroaches  on  Bayview 
Park   (Figure  6,  page  15)  would  be  graded  back  to  a  flatter 
configuration  to  improve  the  stability  of  the  area. 

c.  The  project  developer  and  engineers  would  reach  an  agree- 
ment with  the  City  for  periodic  maintenance  inspection  of 
the  mutual  boundaries,  installation  of  an  interceptor 
drainage  system  adjacent  to  Bayview  Park,  and  continuous 
maintenance  of  the  upper  slopes  of  the  project  adjoining 

the  park.     The  cost  to  the  City  is  undetermined  at  this  time. 

d.  A  buffer  zone  would  be  constructed  and  maintaned  between 
the  toe  of  the  steeper  slopes  and  building  sites  to  increase 
slope  stability  and  protect  buildings  from  possible  damage 
by  slides. 

e.  All  cut  slopes  would  be  landscaped  to  minimize  the  effects 
of  erosion  and  breaking  of  the  slopes. 

f.  Planned  grading  would  remove  most  of  the  small  slumps;  all 
slide  debris  would  be  removed  from  two  larger  slides  and 
the  existing  slumps;  and  surface  drainage  and  seepages 
would  be  redirected  around  the  slides. 

g.  The  drainage  system  would  include  ditches  lined  with  gunite 
or  other  appropriate  material  at  the  toe  of  each  slope,  with 
interceptor  drains  spaced  at  lateral  intervals  of  about  500 
feet.     Landscaping  would  prevent  views  of  the  ditches. 

h.  Detailed  foundation  investigations  and  engineering  analysis 
would  be  conducted  for  each  site  to  insure  utilization  of 
proper  techniques  to  minimize  the  adverse  effects  of  con- 
solidation of  foundation  material  such  as  uneven  settling 
of  buildings,  and  to  provide  resistance  to  seismic  stress. 

2 .  Climate 

The  wind  study  analysis  of  the  proposed  project  site  in 
Appendix  B  suggests  several  mitigation  measures  for  the  adverse 
effects  of  winds  on  the  proposed  project  site  and  comfort  of 
proposed  project  users.     The  following  suggested  mitigation 
measures  would  be  implemented  by  the  proposed  project  developer: 
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a.  Regrade  the  exposed  areas   (1A  and  3,  Figure  3,  page  7)   on  a 
slope  downward  from  northwest  to  southeast  to  reduce  expo- 
sure and  increase  terrain  shelter.      (Final  plans  not 
developed) . 

b.  Bring  structures  on  Area  1A  closer  together  to  decrease 
winds  between  them. 

c.  Rotate  the  towers  to  improve  Area  3  wind  conditions  between 
them. 

d.  Install  canopies  around  the  bases  of  towers  to  improve  wind 
conditions  at  lower  levels. 

e.  Design  the  shape  of  the  towers  so  that  the  small  side  of  a 
slap-like  structure  would  be  turned  to  the  prevailing  wind 
to  intercept  less  air  and  therefore  cause  lower  wind  speeds. 

f.  Resite  and  space  the  towers  in  Area  3  to  improve  wind  condi- 
tions and  reduce  overshadowing. 

g.  Provide  landscaped  windbreaks  with  berms,  trees,  and  other 
vegetation  along  pathways,  plazas,  and  waiting  areas. 

h.  Relocate  building  entrances  to  sunnier  locations  on  the 
leeward  sides  of  buildings  and  install  double  or  revolving 
doors  to  minimize  wind  penetration. 

i.  To  mitigate  the  effects  of  the  marine  environment  corroding 
the  exteriors  of  buildings,   select  outdoor  materials  for 
their  ability  to  withstand  airborne  salt  and  chemicals. 

j.     Design  buildings  to  control  water  runoff  over  their  sur- 
faces, particularly  where  corrosive  contaminants  caused 
by  salt  water  in  the  air  could  collect. 


3 .     Urban  Design 

a.     The  design  of  the  high-rise  towers  would  be  modified  and 
the  actual  locations  resited  in  Area  3  to  provide  better 
proportion  and  less  contrast  with  the  natural  land  shape, 
and  to  minimize  shadowing  and  wind  effects  on  outdoor 
activities.     Specific  design  plans  have  not  been  formulated 
but  they  would  include: 

— resiting  the  buildings  farther  apart  and  more  toward  the 
east; 

— changing  the  vertical  elevations  of  each  tower  so  that 
the  tower  closer  to  the  hill  would  be  one  to  three 
stories  higher  and  the  tower  farther  from  the  hill  would 
be  one  to  three  stories  lower,  through  modification  of 
the  parking  garages  at  different  levels; 
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— varying  the  flush  facades  of  the  buildings  with  a  series 
of  setbacks,  creating  a  series  of  landscaped  terraces; 

— integrating  the  base  of  the  building  to  the  hillside  by 
means  of  additional  architectural  treatment  and  landscap- 
ing. 


4.     Air  Quality.     The  mitigation  measures  for  transportation 
(Item  6)   and  construction   (Item  11,  page  117)  which  are 
designed  to  reduce  the  use  of  automobiles  to  the  project 
site,  would  decrease  the  air  pollution  impacts  associated 
with  vehicle  miles  traveled. 


5 .     Vegetation  and  Wildlife 

a.     Extensive  tree,  shrub,  groundcover  and  grass  plantings  would 
be  added  to  the  existing  hillside  earth  benches  and  cut 
slopes  and  to  future  terraced  hillside  areas  to  reinforce 
the  existing  tree,  shrub,  and  natural  grass  vegetation,  and 
screen  the  scarred  remains  of  past  grading  and  cutting 
operations . 

All  future  phases  in  and  around  all  structures,  parking 
lots,  entrances  and  roads,  and  cut  and  fill  slopes  would 
be  planted  with  trees,   shrubs,  vines,  groundcovers  and 
grasses  and  would  be  watered  with  irrigation  systems. 

c.  Plantings  of  tree  and  shrubs  would  be  added  adjacent  to 
existing  highway  plantings  on  the  western  boundary  of  the 
site. 

d.  The  plants  for  steep-sloped  areas  would  be  selected  for 
drought-resistance  to  minimize  demand  for  irrigation. 
Design  and  maintenance  plans  would  be  developed  to  insure 
as  much  as  possible  the  survival  of  plants  on  the  project 
site . 

e.  Wherever  possible  native  vegetation  would  be  used  in  new 
plantings  to  insure  increased  potential  for  survival. 

f.  The  developer  would  post  bond  for  maintenance  of  landscap- 
ing for  a  ten-year  period. 


6 .     Transportation,  Traffic,  Circulation,  and  Parking 

The  developer  would  implement  the  following  mitigation  measures. 
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a.  Eliminate  the  commercial  shops  except  for  service  oriented 
sales  associated  with  the  proposed  project's  functions. 
This  action  would  reduce  the  peak-hour  trip  generation  rate 
by  7  percent. 

b.  As  part  of  the  proposed  project  plan,  a  minibus  shuttle 
would  be  developed  to  facilitate  transit  to  the  downtown 
area,  and  during  the  noon  hour  to  the  Leland  shopping  area. 
Initially  the  12  passenger  minibus  would  run  every  hour  in 
the  first  phase  of  the  proposed  project.     When  the  proposed 
project  is  completed,  two  or  more  vans  would  be  used,  leav- 
ing every  half -hour  to  Montgomery  Street.     The  van  would  be 
used  to  shuttle  proposed  project  users  to  and  from  the 
Southern  Pacific  Train  Station.     The  proposed  project 
sponsor  would  arrange  to  have  special  buses  serve  the  hotel 
to  and  from  the  airport  and/or  the  Cow  Palace  for  special 
events . 

c.  The  first  pedestrian  access  on  Blanken  Avenue  would  be  600 
feet  inside  the  west  boundary  of  the  proposed  project  which 
would  discourage  proposed  project-bound  motorists  from  park- 
ing in  the  Little  Hollywood  area  and  walking  the  distance 

to  the  proposed  project  buildings.     With  the  first  parking 
entrance  600  feet  east  of  the  freeway  on  Blanken  Avenue, 
motorists  would  find  it  more  convenient  to  use  the  freeway 
interchange  than  to  enter  the  proposed  project  on  West 
Blanken. 

d.  Using  staggered  working  hours  for  office  employees  to  avert 
high  peak  traffic  levels  that  could  cause  overspill  onto 
Blanken  Avenue. 

e.  Access  would  be  maintaned  between  all  parts  of  the  proposed 
project  and  the  freeway  interchange  when  the  reverse-flow 
operation  is  in  effect  during  events  at  Candlestick  Park. 
Harney  Way  and  Jamestown  Avenue  are  reversible  on  these 
occasions,  and  all  proposed  project-generated  traffic  would 
have  to  use  Blanken  Avenue  inbound  after  events  or  outbound 
before  events.     This  impact  would  be  avoided  by  developing 
access  points  for  all  proposed  project  traffic  from  Alanna 
Way,   i.e.,  allowing  vehicle  access  to  the  total  proposed 
project  from  Alanna  Way  on  the  freeway  side  of  the  reserve- 
flow  operation.     To  improve  traffic  operation,  the  Harney 
Way/Alanna  Way  intersection  would  be  at  least  300  feet  west 
of  the  proposed  project  access  point  between  the  hotel/ 
convention  area  and  the  office/restaurant  area.     The  Alanna 
Way  access  to  the  proposed  project  should  be  midway  between 
the  freeway  underpass  and  the  Alanna  Way/Harney  Way  inter- 
section. 


Mitigation  measures  requiring  public  agency  action: 
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a.  Traffic  might  be  further  decreased  if  the  No.   29  Muni  Bus 
line  were  extended  to  the  proposed  project  site.     The  bus 
could  carry  proposed  project  employees  directly  to  the 
Leland  shopping  area  and  the  Southern  Pacific's  Bayshore 
Station.     While  traffic  to  the  proposed  Shoreline  Park 
should  be  minor,  the  suggested  No.   2  9  extension  could  bring 
urban  residents  to  the  park. 

b.  A  new  bypass  road  south  of  Blanken  Avenue,   such  as  an 
extension  of  Sunndale  Avenue  or  Beatty  Road  over  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  tracks  to  Old  Bayshore,  would 
divert  proposed  project-generated  traffic  from  Blanken 
Avenue  and  Little  Hollywood.     These  possible  extensions 
are  under  study  by  Caltrans,  San  Mateo  County,  and  the 
City  of  Brisbane.     The  extension  of  Tunnel  Road  (which 
meets  Beatty)   could  connect  to  the  proposed  freeway  inter- 
change at  Sierra  Point. 

c.  The  extension  of  Beatty  Road  to  Old  Bayshore  could  be  used 
more  and  Blanken  less  if  stop  signs  were  on  Blanken  to 
discourage  traffic  from  using  the  Blanken  entrance  to  the 
proposed  project.     A  more  severe  measure  could  consist  of 
a  traffic  diverter  on  Blanken  to  force  traffic  to  use  the 
Beatty  Road  access  to  the  proposed  project;  however,  this 
could  also  be  a  nuisance  to  the  residents  of  Little  Holly- 
wood.    Signals,  stop  signs,  and  traffic  diverters  would 
require  installation  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Works. 

d.  The  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  could  amend  the 
County  Transit  plan  to  include  the  recommendation  for 
County  Transit  bus  connections  to  the  proposed  project. 


7 .  Noise 

a.  An  analysis  of  the  noise  reduction  requirements  would  be 
conducted  for  land  uses  in  the  conditionally  acceptable 
(b)   and  normally  unacceptable   (C)   categories   (Figure  14, 
page  41;  15,  page  42  and  Section  III,  page  9),  and  special 
insulation  provisions  against  exterior,  vehicle-generated 
noise  would  be  included  in  the  project  design. 

b.  Noise  sources   (rooftop  or  exterior  air  conditioning  units, 
fans,  etc.)  within  the  proposed  project  would  be  screened 
or  enclosed  to  minimize  effects  on  nearby  areas  to  be  used 
for  outdoor  activities. 

c.  Open  space  areas  on  the  developed  portion  of  the  site 
(plazas  and  terraces)  would  be  screened  from  traffic- 
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related  noise  by  dense  building  materials,  berms,  or  other 
physical  or  landscape  features  capable  of  deflecting  or 
absorbing  sound. 


8 .     Public  Utilities  and  Energy  Consumption 

1)  Water 

The  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  with  water-conserving 
fixtures  and  devices   (toilets,   shower  heads,  drip  irrigation 
systems,  etc.),  and  water-conservation  techniques  would  be 
utilized  in  the  irrigation  systems  for  landscape  maintenance. 

2)  Energy  consumption   (electricity,  natural  gas) 

a.  The  project  would  comply  wherever  possible  with  the  pro- 
posed standards  of  the  Energy  Resource  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission. 

b.  Systems,  components,  and  techniques  would  be  used  to 
reduce  energy  consumption  and  would  include,  but  not  be 
limited  to: 

--Insulation  in  buildings  to  reduce  heat  gain  and  loss  and 
to  minimize  demands  for  heating  and  air  conditioning. 

— Use  of  heat-absorbing  glass  and  draperies  to  reduce 
solar  heat  gain  and  loss  through  windows. 

— Use  of  a  variable  air  volume  heating,  ventilating,  and 
air-conditioning  system  to  minimize  the  quantity  of  air 
circulated  in  proportion  to  the  heating  or  cooling  load. 
This  system  would  use  outside  air  for  cooling  whenever 
exterior  temperatures  were  cool  enough  for  normal  indoor 
comfort. 

— Return  of  circulated  air  through  lighting  fixtures  to 
cool  fixtures  and  reduce  cooling  loads. 

— Incorporation  of  an  operation  and  maintenance  program 
designed  to  conserve  energy. 

c.  The  developer  is  currently  investigating  the  possible  uses 
of  solar  energy  for  water  and  space  heating.     Pacific  Gas 
and  Electric  and  General  Electric  Corporation  are  in  the 
process  of  preparing  an  application  to  the  Energy  Resource 
Development  Administration  for  funds  to  develop  a  pilot 
solar  heating  unit  for  the  proposed  project. 

3)  Wet  weather  and  dry  weather  sanitary  flows 

a.     If  the  proposed  project  drainage  were  not  required  to  be  en- 
tirely treated  by  the  City  system,   sedimentation  basins  would 
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be  used  to  intercept  suspended  sediments  in  stormwater 
runoff  before  they  enter  the  Bay. 

b.  Grease  traps  would  be  provided  as  interceptors  for  contam- 
inants in  runoff  from  the  parking  lots  throughout  the  pro- 
ject. 


9 .     Emergency  Services 

a.  The  developer  would  work  with  the  City  Police  and  Fire 
Departments  to  insure  security  and  access  for  public  ser- 
vice vehicles. 

b.  The  project  would  have  a  full-time  security  patrol  and  pro- 
tection system,  which  would  be  coordinated  with  the  City 
Police  Department. 


10 .  Neighborhood  Concerns 

a.  The  developer  plans  to  eliminate  all  commercial  shops  in 
the  proposed  project  except  for  service-oriented  sales 
directly  associated  with  proposed  project  functions. 

b.  At  the  suggestion  of  the  developer,  the  Bayview-Hunters 
Point  Community  Coordinating  Council  has  formed  a  com- 
mittee and  the  All  Peoples  Coalition  is  considering  form- 
ing such  a  committee  to  disseminate  information  on  pro- 
spective job  opportunities  at  the  proposed  project. 

c.  The  developer  would  work  through  the  San  Francisco  Chamber 
of  Commerce  to  obtain  volunteers  from  the  business  commun- 
ity to  assist  in  job-training  programs  for  minority  group 
members  to  prepare  them  for  possible  employment  in  the 
proposed  development.      (Bill  Dauer  has  been  contacted  to 
assist  in  this  program. ) 

11 .  Construction 

a.  Dust  generated  by  grading  and  construction  of  the  project 
would  be  minimized  by  a  program  of  watering  graded  areas 
and  unsurfaced  roads. 

b.  To  offset  potential  adverse  effects  on  archaeological 
resources,  a  qualified  archaeologist  would  be  contacted  if 
archaeological  remains  were  unearthed  during  construction 
or  excavation.     Although  the  probability  of  encountering 
any  remains  is  considered  remote   (Appendix  F) ,  the  con- 
struction company  would  be  bound  by  contract  to  preserve 
and  protect  any  discovery.     There  is  no  known  potential  for 
archaeological  finds  on  the  proposed  project  site  as  identi- 
fied on  the  San  Francisco  Archaeological  Sensitivity  Maps. 
(These  maps  are  available  at  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning 
Department. ) 
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c.  Construction  equipment  and  operations  would  comply  with  the 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance. 

d.  On-site  parking  would  be  provided  for  construction  workers 
to  eliminate  the  need  to  park  on  adjacent  neighborhood 
streets . 

e.  Storage  areas  for  construction  materials  would  be  screened 
from  view  and  sheltered  from  high  wind  exposure  areas  to 
minimize  wind-blown  debris  around  the  building  site  and 
possible  contamination  in  the  community. 

f.  Traffic  movements  of  delivery  trucks,  workers'  vehicles, 
and  other  vehicles  serving  the  construction  process  would 
be  routed  to  and  from  the  site  via  Harney  and  Alanna  Ways 
and  Beatty  Road. 

g.  All  construction  activity  would  implement  the  maximum 
safety  procedures  in  every  phase  of  proposed  project 
development . 
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VI.   ANY  ADVERSE  ENVIORNMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT 
BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSAL  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


A.  CONSTRUCTION 

Short-ternv  adverse  impacts  of  construction  during  the  five  year 
building  period  would  involve  construction-generated  noise,  dust, 
increased  truck  traffic  on  Harney  and  Alanna  Ways  and  Beatty 
Road,  and  a  two-  to  three-month  disruption  of  traffic  and  the 
residential  environment  on  Blanken  Avenue  and  San  Bruno  Road 
during  installation  of  water  mains  and  communication  connections. 

B.  SEISMICITY 

Development  on  the  site  would  be  exposed  to  stresses  imposed  by 
earthquakes  likely  to  be  centered  on  the  seismically  active 
San  Andreas  and  Hayward  faults . 

C.  CLIMATE 

The  high  wind  velocities  to  which  the  site  is  exposed  generate 
uncomfortable  outside  temperatures  and  outdoor  living  conditions. 

D.  AIR  QUALITY 

Increases  in  the  carbon  monxide  concentration  would  occur  at 
the  local  scale. 

E.  NOISE 

The  traffic-generated  noise  from  the  James  Lick  Freeway  would 
restrict  the  acceptable  land  uses,  necessitating  sound  insulation 
provisions  in  structures  between  the  80  d (BA)   and  65  d (BA)  contours. 

F.  LAND  USE 

The  proposed  project  would  cause  an  increase  in  population 
density  on  the  proposed  project  site  and  diminish  a  sense  of 
natural  open  space. 
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G.  TRAFFIC,   TRANSPORTATION,   CIRCULATION,   AND  PARKING 

1.  The  proposed  project  would  generate  an  increase  of  15,000 
two-way  vehicle  trips  per  day.     This  would  increase  afternoon 
peak-hours  southbound  freeway  traffic  15  percent   (from  70 
percent  to  85  percent  of  capacity)     and  bring  the  northbound 
peak-hour  freeway  traffic  to  near  capacity.     Peak-hour  traffic 
on  Jamestown  and  Blanken  Avenues  would  increase  2  0  to  3  0 
percent   (from  a  current  volume  estimated  at  less  than  5  percent 
of  capacity) .     The  traffic  volume  on  Harney  Way  would  increase 
about  75  percent  during  peak  hours   (from  a  current  volume 
estimated  at  less  than  5  percent  of  capacity) . 

2.  Parking  demands  for  nearly  4,200  autos  would  be  caused  by 
the  proposed  project;  3,9  00  of  these  would  be  accommodated  on 
site. 

3.  The  projected  transit  riders  on  the  No.   29  Muni  would  be 
approximately  equal  to  the  capacity  of  the  existing  service  at 
the  eastern  terminus  during  peak  hours  and  would  cause  an 
excess  over  available  capacity  throughout  the  remainder  of  the 
line . 

H.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES  AND  PUBLIC  UTILITES 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  increased  demands  for 
water,  electricity,  natural  gas,  and  fire  and  police  (public 
safety)   services.     The  need  for  sewage  treatment  and  solid 
waste  disposal  facilities  would  also  be  extended. 

I.  VISUAL  IMPACT 

The  proposed  project  as  currently  designed  would  obstruct  views 
of  Bayview  Hill  from  the  James  Lick  Freeway,   from  neighborhoods 
northwest  of  the  proposed  project  site,   from  Bayview  Park 
(looking  south) ,  and  from  elevated  positions  west  and  southwest 
of  the  proposed  project.     The  towers  would  contrast  with  the 
topography  of  Bayview  Hill  and  would  detract  from  the  natural 
form  of  the  area. 
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VII . 


ALTERNATIVES   TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


In  the  course  of  formulating  the  proposed  project,   the  devel- 
oper reviewed  three  alternative  courses  of  action  contained  in 
a  report  by  Economic  Research  Associates  of  Los  Angeles  and  a 
study  by  Hart,  Krivatsy  and  Stubee  of  San  Francisco,  City  and 
Regional  Planners. 

— A  conventionally-financed,  medium-income  apartment  develop- 
ment containing  700  residential  units. 

— A  motor  hotel  containing  600  rooms  in  two  3-story  low-rise 
buildings  and  one  8-  to  10-story  high-rise  building. 

— Development  of  the  property  as  a  34-acre  industrial  park. 

Alternatives  considered  include:     no  project,  use  of  the  site 
for  open  space  and  recreation,   same  site  use  and  density  as 
the  proposed  project,  but  without  the  high-rise  towers,  lower 
intensity  of  use  on  the  site,  residential  use  of  the  site,  and 
light  industrial  use  of  the  site. 

The  estimated  square  footages  for  structures  in  the  six  alter- 
natives are  listed  in  Table  14.    The  estimated  municipal  costs 
and  tax  revenues  generated  by  each  alternative  are  shown  in 
Table  15,  page  123.     Table  16,  page  124,   compares  the  estimated 
employment  generated  by  each  alternative,  and  the  estimated  tri 
ends  for  each  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  17,  page  125.  Dis 
cussion  of  each  alternative  follows: 

1 .     No  Project 

No  project  on  the  site  would  leave  the  area  vacant.  Traffic 
loads  on  Highway  101,  Harney  Way,  and  adjacent  neighborhood 
streets  would  not  be  increased.     Alteration  of  the  vegetative 
environment  would  not  take  place,  nor  would  the  change  in 
general  visual  characteristics.     Energy  consumption  of  internal 
resources  would  not  be  increased.     The  estimated  $190,000 
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TABLE  17 


Comparison  of  Proposed  Development  with  Alternatives: 

Trip-End  Generation 


Land  Use 


Proposed 
Development 


Alternative" 


Daily 

Two- 

-Way 

Trip 

End 

s 

Office 

9, 

,500 

9, 

,500 

7, 

,800 

0 

0 

Hotel 

1. 

,100 

1, 

,100 

1- 

,000 

0 

0 

Restaurant/Convention 

1- 

300 

1. 

,300 

1, 

,800 

0 

0 

Restaurant 

700 

700 

0 

0 

0 

Shop 

2, 

,500 

2, 

,500 

0 

2, 

500 

0 

Residential  w/school 

0 

0 

0 

4, 

000 

0 

Light  industry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,900 

Open  space 

Total 

15, 

,100 

15, 

,100 

10, 

,600 

6, 

500 

1,900 

Afternoon  Peak-Hour  Trip  Ends  -  In 


Office 

170 

170 

130 

0 

0 

Hotel 

30 

30 

300 

0 

0 

Restaurant/Convention 

640 

640 

880 

0 

0 

Restaurant 

70 

70 

0 

0 

0 

Shop 

150 

150 

0 

150 

0 

Residential  w/school 

0 

0 

0 

350 

0 

Light  industry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

65 

Open  space 

Total 

1 

,060 

If 

060 

1,310 

500 

65 

Afternoon 

Peak- 

•Hour  Trip 

Ends  - 

Out 

Office 

1 

,400 

1, 

400 

1,060 

0 

0 

Hotel 

30 

30 

30 

0 

0 

Restaurant/Convention 

640 

640 

800 

0 

0 

Resturant 

40 

40 

0 

0 

0 

Shop 

150 

150 

0 

150 

0 

Residential  w/school 

0 

0 

0 

140 

0 

Light  Industry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

320 

Open  Space 

Total 

2 

,260 

2, 

260 

1,390 

290 

320 

Alternatives  1  and  2  do  not  appear  since  their  traffic  generation 
would  be  negligible. 

Source:     D.  K.  Goodrich,  Appendix  E. 
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increase  in  municipal  costs  for  various  public  services  needed 
for  the  proposed  development  would  not  be  imposed,  and  the 
increase  of  approximately  $1,800,000  in  tax  revenues  would  not 
accrue  to  the  City. 

2 .     Use  of  the  Site  for  Open  Space  and  Recreation 

If  the  property  were  used  for  recreation  and  open  space,  its 
appearance,  viewed  from  the  top  of  Bayview  Hill,  the  freeway, 
or  neighborhoods  to  the  west  and  northwest,  would  not. show 
the  scars  of  previous  earthwork.     Park  and  open  space  develop- 
ment would  tend  to  serve  as  an  extension  of  the  Shoreline  Park, 
already  proposed  to  the  south  and  east. 

On  42  percent  of  the  site  traffic  generated  noise  from  the 
freeway  currently  exceed  the  70  dB(A)   level  which  is  the  level 
suggested  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco  for  compatible  recrea- 
tion land  use.     Extra  expense  may  be  required  to  construct 
some  type  of  noise  insulation  to  shield  the  site  from  the 
freeway  if  the  site  were  used  for  playground  activities. 

Permanent  use  of  the  property  for  this  purpose  would  presum- 
ably require  acquisiton  by  the  City,  State,  or  other  public 
agency  at  $400, 0001  or  more,  together  with  further  expenditure 
of  funds  to  landscape  and  grade  the  site.     By  acquiring  the 
site,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  would  no  longer  receive  taxes 
accruing  from  the  private  property. 

Energy  consumption  of  natural  resources  would  increase  over 
the  no  project  alternative,  but  would  be  less  than  the  other 
alternatives  discussed. 

The  Proposition  J  Committee  for  open  space  acquisition  reviewed 

the  possible  purchase  of  the  project  site  for  open  space  and 

decided  to  select  other  sites  which  had  a  higher  priority  and 

2 

were  more  financially  feasible. 

1Four  times  the  assessed  valuation  of  $94,000.     Actual  market 
value  may  be  higher  than  $400,000. 

2 

Thomas  Malloy,  Dept.  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  phone  conversa- 
tion August  10,  1976. 
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3 .     Same  Site  Use  and  Density  as  the  Proposed  Project ,  but 
without  the  High-Rise  Towers 

If  the  proposed  development  were  implemented  with  the  same 
square  footage  and  land  uses  with  all  structures  in  conform- 
ance to  the  40-foot  height  restriction,  the  environmental 
impacts  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  project  with  the 
exception  of  visual  effects  and  auto/pedestrian  circulation. 

Figure  31A  is  a  schematic  rendering  of  the  development  with  no 
structure  higher  than  40  feet.     The  absence  of  the  high-rise 
towers  allows  an  unobstructed  view  of  Bayview  Hill  from  the 
adjacent  neighborhoods,  Harney  Way,  and  the  freeway.     In  order 
to  accommodate  the  access  demands  of  pedestrian  traffic,  more 
walkways  and  inclined  and  vertical  elevators  would  be  required 
than  in  the  proposed  development.     To  achieve  the  same  square 
footage  as  the  proposed  project  the  following  would  take  place: 

— greater  area  would  be  developed  and  site  preparation  would 
be  more  extensive; 

— additional  retaining  walls  would  have  to  be  constructed; 

— a  more  elaborate  drainage  system  would  have  to  be  built; 

— less  open  space  would  be  available  for  landscaping. 

The  costs  of  construction  of  this  alternative  would  be  higher 
than  t*e  proposed  project  for  the  above  reasons.     A  narrower 
variety  of  office  space  would  be  available  without  the  high-rise/ 
low-rise/garden  office  mix  proposed  in  the  present  project  design. 

Energy  consumption  of  this  alternative  would  be  greater  than  the 
proposed  project  due  to  the  increased  area  of  development  (e.g., 
hallways,  rest  rooms,  etc.)  which  would  have  to  be  heated,  lighted, 
and  air  conditioned. 

Because  of  the  additional  construction  and  site  preparation 
costs  and  the  absence  of  high-rise  offices,  the  development 
could  become  less  attractive  to  users  and  financial  backers, 
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thereby  increasing  the  risks  of  development  to  the  proposed  proj- 
ect sponsor.     Such  risks  would  render  this  alternative  economically 
unfeasible. 

a.  Same  Site  Use  and  Density  as  the  Proposed  Project,  but  with 
a  Reduction  of  Available  Parking  Spaces. 

This  subalternative  considers  the  construction  of  approximately 
2,000  parking  spaces,  or  a  reduction  of  about  50%  of  the  parking 
spaces  planned  in  the  proposed  project.     A  decision  to  reduce 
parking  availability  (providing  motorists  would  be  prevented  from 
using  Little  Hollywood  or  the  Candlestick  Stadium  parking  lot) 
would  assume  that  project  occupants  would  make  greater  use  of 
transit.     Presently,  transit  service  to  the  proposed  site  is 
limited;  but  if  the  City  and  the  proposed  project  developer  could 
jointly  increase  transit  services,  there  could  be  an  increase  in 
the  number  of  proposed  project  users  riding  transit  and  a  decrease 
in  use  of  the  auto.     As  mentioned  in  Appendix  I,  however,  until 
improved  transit  service  is  visibly  imminent,  it  may  be  unlikely 
to  affect  lenders'  willingness  to  lend  or  prospective  tenants 
willingness  to  sign  long-term  leases.     Attempting  to  reorient 
the  proposed  project  toward  primary  transit  dependency  might  begin 
to  undercut  its  basic  market  strategy  (i.e.,  a  major  attraction 
of  the  proposed  project  is  better  access  and  more  available  parking 
than  a  downtown  location) ,  and  possibly  render  the  project 
financial  unfeasible. 

b.  Same  Site  Use  and  Density  as  the  Proposed  Project,  but  all 
Buildings  would  be  less  than  100  feet. 

This  alternative  (Figures  31B,  page  130.  and  31C,  page  130)  to  the 
proposed  project  would  feature  the  same  square  footage  and  land 
use,  but  the  15-story  high  rise  towers  would  be  replaced  by  2 
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eight-story,  2  six-story  and  1  four-story  building.     A  reclassifi- 
cation of  the  40-foot  height  limit  would  also  have  to  be  made  with 
this  plan.     The  environmental  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  the 
proposed  project  with  the  exception  of  visual  and  wind  effects  and 
auto/pedestrian  circulation. 

Figures  3lB  and  31C  are  renderings  of  this  alternative.     The  views 
of  Bayview  Hill  from  the  adjacent  neighborhoods,  Harney  Way  and 
Highway  101  would  be  less  obstructed  than  the  proposed  project, 
as  would  views  from  Bayview  Hill  looking  south.     Pedestrian  cir- 
culation within  the  project  (especially  in  Area  3  Volume  I,  page  7, 
figure  3)  would  require  more  walkways  and  elevators  than  the  pro- 
posed project,  but  less  than  the  requirement  discussed  in  Alterna- 
tive 3,  Volume  I,  page  127. 

The  additional  number  of  buildings  in  this  alternative  would  use 
more  open  space  than  the  proposed  project,  thereby  reducing  the 
area  available  for  landscaping.     (Slightly  less  than  one  acre  on 
on  the  71  acre  site  about  1.5%  of  the  total  area.) 

Depending  on  the  nature  of  the  design,  this  alternative  could  have 
less  office-space  with  views  than  the  towers  would  provide.  The 
developer  believes  that  without  the  maximum  amount  of  the  high-rise 
office  space,  his  risks  for  financing  the  proposed  development  may 
increase. 

Other  environmental  impacts  associated  with  this  alternative,  such 
as  energy  consumption,  demand  for  public  utilities,  generation  of 
traffic,  parking  demand,  number  of  jobs  created,  and  the  municipal 
revenues  accruing  from  various  taxes  would  be  approximately  the 
same  as  the  proposed  project. 

c.     Same  Site  Use  and  Density  as  Alternative  3,  but  Different 
Design  Scheme  for  Area  3. 

This  subalternative  considers  the  same  site  use  and  density  as 
Alternative  3,  but  consists  of  a  different  design  for  Area  3  which 
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entails  one  central  structure  terraced  into  the  hill  at  inter- 
vals of  two  to  three  stories.      (Figures  31D  page  134,  and  31E 
page  i35.) 

The  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  subalternative  would 
be  the  same  as  Alternative  3  with  a  variation  in  the  visual,  ped- 
estrian circulation  and  microclimate   (wind)  impacts. 

Visually,  the  design  integrates  with  the  contour  of  Bayview  Hill 
compared  with  the  proposed  project  which  is  designed  to  use  the 
hill  as  a  background.     Unobstructed  views  of  Bayview  Hill  would  be 
available  from  Harney  Way,  Highway  101  and  the  neighborhoods 
adjacent  to  the  proposed  project,  the  additional  space  used  for 
construction  of  the  structure  in  Area  3,  would  be  partially  regained 
through  the  use  of  landscaping  on  the  terraced  roofs. 

Pedestrian  circulation  would  require  inclined  elevators  and  extra 
walkways  than  the  proposed  project,  but  less  than  Alternative  3. 

In  order  to  meet  earthquake  standards,  site  preparation  and  retain- 
ing walls  would  have  to  be  constructed  to  build  the  structure  into 
the  hill  and  would  be  more  elaborate  and  expensive  than  the  plans 
required  in  Alternative  3. 

Construction  costs  would  be  more  for  this  subalternative  than  the 
proposed  project  and  Alternative  3  for  the  following  reasons: 

The  design  for  building  into  the  hill  is  more  complex. 

A  longer  time  is  required  for  site  preparation  and  erection 
because  construction  must  start  at  the  bottom  of  the  struc- 
ture and  on  onse  side  rather  than  all  four  sides. 

A  greater  amount  of  exterior  area  is  needed  to  enclose  the 
same  amount  of  cubic  feet  of  office  space. 

Pedestrian  circulation  would  entail  inclined  elevators  and 
special  walkways. 

The  costs  incurred  for  the  above  considerations  would  not  offset 
the  savings  in  construction  material   (i.e.,  less  support  stress 
means  wood  could  be  used  for  the  subalternative  in  place  of  the 
steel  required  for  a  high-rise) . 
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Less  high-rise  view  space  would  be  available  than  the  proposed 
project  and  Alternative  3.     Since  the  structure  in  this  subalter- 
native  is  built  into  the  hill,  views  to  the  north  are  precluded. 

4 .  Lower  Intensity  of  Use  on  the  Site 

This  alternative  assumes  the  same  uses  as  the  proposed  project, 
but  with  reduced  square  footages   (Figure  31F) .     A  lower  inten- 
sity of  use  on  the  site, of  about  852,000  square  feet,  would  reduce 
the  impacts  associated  with  increased  traffic  and  demands  for 
public  services  and  utilities,  and  energy  consumption  would  be 
less  than  the  proposed  project. 

The  alternative  would  tend  to  modify  the  visual  impact  of  the 
proposed  project   (compared  to  the  proposed  development) ,  pos- 
sibly by  reducing  the  height  and  bulk  of  the  buildings  and  the 
developed  site  coverage.     Municipal  costs  and  tax  revenues 
would  be  less,  as  would  probable  jobs  generated. 

Such  a  reduction  could  increase  the  risks  of  development  to 
the  proposed  project  sponsor   (see  Keyser-Marston  Report, 
Appendix  I) .     The  financial  return  to  the  developer  would  be 
less  and  he  would  not  be  able  to  provide  the  amenities  of 
extensive  landscaping  and  high-rise  views  important  to  prospec- 
tive office  renters.     The  potential  renter  would  have  less 
variety  of  office  types  from  which  to  choose   (i.e.,  no  high- 
rise  or  garden  landscape) .     These  factors  would  affect  the 
ability  of  the  developer  to  market  his  space  and  would  increase 
risk  in  achieving  financial  support  from  major  lenders.  With- 
out financing  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  feasible. 

5.  Residential  Use  of  the  Site 

Development  of  7  00  residential  units  on  47  acres  is  assumed, 
together  with  a  5-acre  commercial  parcel,  a  5-acre  elementary 
school  site,  and  2-1/2  acres  allocated  to  recreation  (Figure 
31&) .     The  type  of  residential  use  examined  in  this  alterna- 
tive was  proposed  in  the  South  Bayshore  Development  Plan.  It 
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would  partially  conform  to  the  existing  R-l  zoning  and  would 
offer  a  setting  of  Bay  views  and  immediate  access  to  recrea- 
tion areas  and  parks.     According  to  the  land  use  compatibility 
chart  for  community  noise   (Figure  15,  page  42) ,  the  site  for 
residential  use  and  recreation  activities  would  require  noise 
insulation  provisions,  such  as  soundproofing  in  the  residences 
and  the  construction  of  berms  adjacent  to  the  freeway,  the 
major  source  of  noise. 


Fewer  jobs  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed  project  than  by 
the  proposed  development   (Table  16,  page  124),  56  percent  fewer 
trips  would  be  generated,  energy  consumption  would  be  more/  and 
municipal  revenues  accruing  from  property  taxes  would  be 
$1,212,000   (about  $573,000  less  than  the  proposed  project). 
Residential  use  of  the  site  would  be  likely  to  generate  the 
same  amount  of  water  consumption  and  place  a  similar  demand  on 
sewage  treatment  facilities.^" 


The  economic  analysis  of  alternatives  in  Appendix  I  indicates 
that  any  type  of  housing  alternative — single-family  detached, 
multifamily  apartments,  townhouses,  and  condominiums — for  the 
proposed  project  site  does  not  appear  economically  feasible  for 
several  reasons: 


— The  site  would  be  a  "pioneering"  location  for  any  residence 
or  condominium  above  $60,000,  or  rental  unit  above  $400  per 
month   (the  minimum  level  at  which  any  new  development  could 
be  priced  without  some  type  of  public  subsidy) .     Based  on 
comparable  housing  developments   (the  Golden  Gateway  Project 
and  prestige  condominiums  on  Telegraph  Hill) ,  buyers  and 
renters  do  not  appear  at  this  time  to  want  to  invest  money 
and  live  in  such  a  new  type  of  location. 

— The  site  does  not  appear  to  be  attractive  to  the  types  of 
residences  described  above  because  of  wind  and  discomfort 
as  well  as  the  proximity  to  the  freeway  and  Candlestick 
Park. 


If  each  household  had  4.5  occupants,  water  consumption  would  be 
approximately  252,000  gallons  per  day   (80  gallons  per  capita  x 
4.5  x  700  units)  plus  the  commercial  parcel,  school,  and  landscape 
irrigation.     The  estimated  consumption  for  the  proposed  project 
is  283,000  gallons  per  day. 
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Residents  of  the  adjacent  communities  have  also  discouraged  the 
development  of  housing  on  the  proposed  project  site.  Past 
experience  in  the  area  has  shown  that  medium  to  upper  economic 
level  housing  projects  have  been  unprofitable  and  have  eventu- 
ally had  to  be  controlled  and  maintained  by  the  public  sector 
(e.g.,  the  Geneva  Towers). 

6.     Light  Industrial  Use  of  the  Site 

This  alternative  would  involve  construction  of  647,000  square 
feet  of  industrial   buildings  to  be  used  for  warehousing  and 
light  manufacturing,  with  some  office  support  space.  Such 

light  industrial  use  would  conform  partly  to  the  existing  M-l 

u 

zoning   (Figure  31R)   and  would  generate  some  1,200  jobs  (com- 
pared to  the  estimated  4,900  jobs  provided  by  the  proposed  pro- 
ject) .   Industrial  use  would  be  more  appropriate  than  other 
uses,  considering  the  wind  and  noise  factors  on  the  site  (the 
City's  land  use  compatability  chart  for  community  noise  indi- 
cates that  light  industrial  use  would  be  acceptable  up  to 
75  dB (A) ,  Category  A). 

Utility  requirements,  energy  consumption,  and  demands  for 
public  services  would  be  lower  with  industrial  use  than  Alter- 
natives 3,  4,  and  6  and  the  proposed  development.  Annual 
municipal  revenues  accuring  from  property  taxes  would  be 
approximately  $437,000   (about  $1,347,000  less  than  those  from 
the  proposed  project) . 

Projected  two-way  trips  generated  by  this  alternative  would  be 
less  than  2,000,  although  truck  traffic  and  noise  would  in- 
crease on  Beatty  Road,  Harney  Way,  and  the  freeway  access  ramps. 
Fire  hazard  could  be  increased  due  to  the  possibility  of  storage 
of  flammable  products  on  the  property,  and  manufacturing  activity 
might  promote  an  increase  in  air  pollution. 

The  economic  analysis  in  Appendix  I  indicates  that  industrial 
use  for  the  area  has  limited  demand  and  that  South  San  Francisco 
offers  lower  taxes  and  better  rail  and  airport  access.  The 
proposed  project  developer  rejected  the  light  industrial  use 
alternative  because  of  its  limited  potential  for  economic  return 
and  unfavorable  market  conditions  for  such  use  at  the  project 
site . 
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7.     Combined  Residential  and  Commercial  Use  of  the  Site 


This  alternative  would  be  similar  to  Alternative  5,  page  13  6,  but 
the  type  of  residential  use  would  be  less  and  the  commercial/office 
space  would  increase.      (400,000  square  feet  of  residential  and 
600,000  square  feet  of  commercial  office.) 

The  residential  use  would  partially  conform  to  the  existing  R-l 
zoning  and  would  also  offier  the  setting  of  Bay  views  and  access 
to  recreation  areas  and  parks. 

The  environmental  concerns  relating  to  noise  insulation  provisions 
discussed  on  page  136C  would  also  apply  to  this  alter- 
native:    the  land  use  compatibility  chart  for  community  noise  on 
page  42  indicates  that  the  entire  site  is  more  than  60  dBA  which 
would  require  noise  insulation  features  for  residential  use. 

The  economic  discussion  of  residential  use  discussed  on  page  13 6C 
is  also  applicable  to  the  mixed  residential  use  in  this  alternative. 

The  economic  analysis  of  alternatives  in  Appendix  I  indicates  that 
any  type  of  housing  alternative — single-family  detached,  multi- 
family  apartments,  townhouses,  and  condominiums — for  the  proposed 
project  site  does  not  appear  economically  feasible  for  several 
reasons : 

The  site  would  be  a  "pioneering"  location  for  any  residence  or 
condominium  above  $60,000,  or  rental  unit  above  $400  per  month 
(the  minimum  level  at  which  any  new  development  could  be  priced 
without  some  type  of  public  subsidy) .     Based  on  comparable 
housing  developments   (the  Golden  Gateway  Project  and  prestige 
condominiums  on  Telegraph  Hill) ,  buyers  and  renters  do  not 
appear  at  this  time  to  want  to  invest  money  and  live  in  such 
a  new  type  of  location. 

The  site  does  not  appear  to  be  attractive  to  the  types  of 
residences  described  above  because  of  wind  and  discomfort 
as  well  as  the  proximity  to  the  freeway  and  Candlestick  Park. 
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Residents  of  the  adjacent  communities  have  also  discouraged  the 
development  of  housing  on  the  proposed  project  site.  Past  exper- 
ience in  the  area  has  shown  that  medium  to  upper  economic  level 
housing  projects  have  been  unprofitable  and  have  eventually  had 
to  be  controlled  and  maintained  by  the  public  sector  (e.g.,  the 
Geneva  Towers) . 

A  combined  use  alternative  would  have  fewer  environmental  impacts 
than  the  proposed  project  in  terms  of  the  numbers  of  jobs  created, 
volume  of  traffic,  parking  demand,  municipal  revenues  accruing 
from  property  taxes,  blockage  of  views  of  Bayview  Hill  from  the 
west,  south  and  southeast,  and  increasing  the  effects  of  wind 
speeds,  wind  directions  and  sunshine  patterns  on  the  site. 

Compared  to  the  proposed  project,  energy  consumption  would  be 
approximately  the  same  as  well  as  the  demand  for  dry  and  wet 
weather  sanitary  facilities  and  consumption  of  water. 

8 .     The  Proposed  project  Constructed  in  Different  phases 

The  proposed  project  is  planned  to  be  constructed  in  four  phases 
(page  6)  during  a  five  year  period   (see  schedule  page  11) . 

The  proposed  project  could  be  constructed  in  different  phases  or 

all  phases  could  be  constructed  at  one  time. 

i 

Regardless  of  the  sequence  of  phases,  the  preparation  of  the  entire 
site   (grading,  cutting,   filling,  installation  of  underground 
utilities)  would  occur  prior  to  construction  of  any  buildings. 

The  environmental?  analysis  for  the  proposed  project  examined  the 
probable  impacts  if  the  project  were  fully  completed.     If  the  time 
schedule  for  the  total  project  were  shortened,  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  construction  period  would  intensify:     the  volume 
of  construction  generated  traffic  would  increase,  the  level  of 
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construction  noise  would  rise  and  the  impact  on  air  quality  caused 
by  dust  in  the  air  and  exhause  emissions  from  construction  vehicles 
would  increase. 

The  order  of  phasing  would  not  alter  the  extent  to  which  the  total 
project  affected  the  environment. 

The  schedule  of  the  proposed  project  is  also  based  on  two  assump- 
tions:    1)  the  new  12-inch  City  water  line  from  Sunset  Reservoir 
(Figure  16,  page  44  and  page  75)  would  be  installed  prior  to  the 
completion  of  Area  3  and  the  upper  portion  of  Area  LA,  and  2)  the 
expansion  of  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  would  be 
finished  by  1980. 

If  the  proposed  phasing  were  to  change  and/or  the  above  two  assump- 
tions were  not  accurate,  the  proposed  development  could  have 
possible  difficulties  obtaining  an  adequate  water  supply  and  an 
acceptable  process  of  treating  wet  and  dry  weather  sanitary  flows. 
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VIII.      THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF 

MAN 1  ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF 
LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


The  development  of  the  site  as  proposed  would  preclude  future 
options  for  site  use.     Alternative  uses  of  the  site  discussed  in 
Section  VII  that  would  partially  conform  to  the  current  R-l  and 
M-l  zoning  would  also  entail  long-term  uses  of  the  site. 

If  the  proposed  project  were  implemented,  the  use  of  the  site  as 
open  space  and  views  of  the  south  slope  of  Bayview  Hill  would  be 
restricted. 

Development  of  the  project  would  have  the  cumulative  and  long- 
term  effects  of  depleting  the  natural  resources  of  fossil  fuels 
and  construction  materials  and  contributing  to  the  traffic 
volumes  on  the  James  Lick  Freeway.     Adjacent  plans  and  projects 
in  the  area   (as  described  in  Section  III.  C)  would  also  have 
similar  cumulative  effects  on  the  consumption  of  natural  re- 
sources and  traffic  generation;  however,  all  projects  would 
provide  additional  employment  and  tax  revenue  to  the  respective 
jurisdictions,   i.e.     the  Cities  of  San  Francisco,  Brisbane, 
South  San  Francisco  and  Daly  City, and  San  Mateo  County. 

The  developer  feels  that  the  project  as  proposed  should  be  under 
taken  soon  because:      (1)   the  site  currently  generates  no  income 
for  the  property  owners;  and   (2)   costs  of  development  are  con- 
tinually rising  and  risks  of  financial  backing  are  increasing."*" 


Lee  Saylor,   Inc. ,  Consulting  Cost  Engineers,   1541  Palos  Verdes 
Mall,  Walnut  Creek,  California,  May  1976,   telephone  conversation 
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IX.      IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES  THAT  WOULD  BE  INVOLVED 
IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  SHOULD  IT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 


The  irreversible  and  irretrievable  environmental  changes  that 
would  result  if  the  proposed  project  were  fully  implemented 
involve  the  consumption  of  material,  energy,  and  land  resources. 

Consumption  of  material  resources  entails  those  used  in  constru- 
ction,  in  equipping  of  the  structures,  and  in  long-term 
maintenance  and  operation  of  the  facilities. 

Energy  resources  would  be  consumed  during  the  construction  of 
the  proposed  project  and  transportation  of  building  materials  to 
the  site  in  the  form  of  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  and  electricity, 
and  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed  project  in 
the  form  of  electricity  and  natural  gas.     Indirect  consumption 
would  occur  in  terms  of  energy  used  by  increase  transportation 
demands  of  the  proposed  project  users. 

Land  resources  would  be  consumed  in  terms  of  site  preparation, 
grading  and  excavation,  adding  soil   (fill  material) ,  and 
rearranging  soil   (landscaping  and  shaping) . 
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X.      GROWTH- INDUCING     IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


When  fully  implemented,  the  proposed  project  would  create  about  4,900 
jobs,   3,400  of  which  would  be  clerical  and  service  positions 
and  1,400  professional/managerial.     Most  of  the  clerical/service 
workers  are  expected  to  come  from  San  Francisco  and  northern 
San  Mateo  Counties.     Professional  workers  could  also  live  in 
the  East  Bay  and  Santa  Clara  and  Marin  Counties. 

As  the  project  is  designed  to  attract  new  businesses  and/or 
firms  planning  to  leave  San  Francisco,  presumably  there  would 
be  some  project  employees  attracted  from  outside  the  Bay  Area 
contributing  to  the  local  population  growth  and  placing  a 
demand  for  new  housing  and  support  services.     The  project  is 
not  expected  to  change  the  distribution  of  San  Francisco's 
resident  or  commuter  populations."'" 

In  addition  to  affecting  the  intensity  of  development  on  the  now- 
vacant  site,  the  proposed  project  is  one  of  several  office/hotel/res- 
taurant complexes  proposed  in  the  south  San  Francisco  and  north 
San  Mateo  areas,  and  may  indirectly  contribute  to  a  trend  in 
such  land  use  development.     These  trends  in  development  of  cur- 
rently vacant  land  could  cumulatively  affect  the  environment 
in  terms  of  land  use,   job  opportunities,  tax  revenues,  and 
demands  on  transportation,  circulation,  and  public  service 

facilities,   including  the  currently  over-used  San  Francisco 

2 

Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant. 


In  1975  the  SPUR  Report  Impact  of  the  Intensity  of  High-Rise 
Development  in  San  Francisco,  June  1975,   indicates  that  the 
distribution  of  downtown  office  space  populations  was  60  percent 
commuter  and  40  percent  resident.     For  downtown  business,  in 
general  the  distribution  was  more  evenly  split.     The  proposed 
project  will  attract  similar  users  and  employees,  and  is  not 
expected  to  change  the  resident  and  commuter  population  distributions 
for  the  City. 
2 

As  mentioned  in  Section  III,  10,  page  45,  the  proposed  expansion  of  the 
southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  would  be  able  to  process 
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If  the  height  reclassification  is  allowed  by  the,  City  for  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  high-rise  office  towers,  a  precedent 
could  be  set  to  induce  further  height  reclassifications,  thereby 
undermining  the  purpose  of  height  limits  in  San  Francisco. 


the     dry  and  wet  weather  sanitary  flows  of  the  proposed  project, 
however,  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  projected  demands  on  the 
expanded  plant's  level  of  service  and  the  sanitary  flows  generated 
by  the  proposed  project  would  probably  exceed  the  plant  capacity. 
In  such  events  the  overflow  would  have  to  be  pumped,  at  expanded 
cost,  to  the  treatment  facilities  on  the  west  side  of  the  City. 
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XI.      ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  AUTHORS  AND  CONSULTANTS; 
ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PEOPLE  CONTACTED 


Author  of  Environmental  Impact  Report 

Department  of  City  Planning 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

415/558-3056 

Attention:     Selina  Bendix,  Ph.D., 

Environmental  Review  Officer 

Douglas  I.  Holmen 
Project  Coordinator 


Author  of  Preliminary  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 

Whisler-Patri 

350  Pacific  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94111 

415/434-2450 

Attention:     Piero  Patri 

Norman  Gilroy 
Gordon  Chong 
Stuart  During 


Project  Sponsor 

The  Yerby  Corporation 

501  Tunnel  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94934 

415/467-2930 

Attention:     George  P.  Yerby 
Bill  Keller 


Architect 

Design  and  Engineering  Systems,  Inc. 

303  Bradfort  Street 

Redwood  City,  California  94063 

Attention:     James  F.  Wetzel 
Peter  Testa 
Don  Mincey 
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Archaeologist 

Miley  Paul  Holman 
Assistant  Curator 

Adan  E.  Treganza,  Anthropological  Museum 

San  Francisco  State  University 

1600  Holloway  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94132 

415/469-2046 

Soil  Surveyors/Geology 

Dames  and  Moore 

500  Sansome  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94133 

415/433-0700 

Attention:     Charles  L.  Nichols 

California  Civil  Engineer 
License  No.   10026,  April  1956 

Ray  Rice 

California  Geological  Engineer 
License  No.  E6631,  December  1970 

Engineering  and  Planning 

KCA  Engineers,  Inc. 

Ill  New  Montgomery  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

415/362-1018 

Attention:     William  E.  Chapman 

California  Civil  Engineer 
License  No.   11580,  1959 

Peter  J.  Bekey 
California  Civil  Engineer 
License  No.  14786 

Gary  Odaffer 

Construction 

Woodruff  Construction  Inc. 
1633  Old  Bayshore  Avenue 
Burlingame,  California  94010 
415/697-3925 

Attention:     Jack  Woodruff 

California  Contractor 
License  302423 
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Landscape  Architects 

1.  John  Bryan 

Strybing  Arboretum,  Golden  Gate  Park 
San  Francisco,  California  94122 
415/558-3622 

2.  Fong,  Jung,  Nakaba  and  La  Rocca 
3  00  Broadway 

San  Francisco,  California  94133 
415/986-2857 

Attention:     Bob  La  Rocca 

California  Landscape  Architect 
License  No.   1129,  1968 

Economic  Analysis 

Keyser  Marston  Associates 

303  Sacramento  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94111 

415/398-3050 

Attention:     Mike  Marston 
Fred  Norbury 


Wind  Study/Air  Quality 

Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation 

319  Eleventh  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Attention:     Donald  Ballanti 


Noise  Analysis 

Buonaccorsi  and  Associates 

215  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Attention:     Charles  Salter 
Glenn  Cass 


Traffic  Engineer 

Donald  Goodrich 

2147  Judah  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94122 

415/665-2646 
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Neighborhood  Liaison  for  The  Yerby  Corporation 

William  A.  Kellar 
541  Farnham  Avenue 
Danville,  California  94526 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF   SAN  FRANCISCO 


Department  of  City  Planning 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Candlestick  Cove  Shoreline  Park:     Joe  Fitzpatrick 

415/558-3050 

Sid  Shaw 
415/558-4541 

Neighborhood  Area  Liaison:     Douglas  Holmen 

415/558-3050 

Robin  Jones 
415/558-4541 

Transportation:     Edward  Green 

415/558-5423 


Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

McLaren  Lodge 

Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 

San  Francisco,  California  94117 

415/558-3354 

Attention:     Thomas  Malloy 


Department  of  Public  Works 

Traffic  Engineers 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

415/558-3371 

Attention:     Richard  Evans 
415/558-3371 
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Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering 

770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

415/558-2131 

Attention:     Donald  Birrer 
Louis  Vagadori 


Fire  Department 

Planning  and  Research 

260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

415/861-8000 

Attention:     Gilbert  Bendix 


Police  Department 

Department  of  Planning  and  Research 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

415/553-1101 

Attention:     Officer  Robert  Bernardini 


Water  Department 

425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
415/558-2976 

Attention:     James  Cooney 
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OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS 


Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission 

30  Van  Ness  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

415/557-3686 

Attention:     Alan  Pendleton 
Mike  Wilmar 


Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG) 

Claremont  Hotel 

Berkeley,  California  94705 

415/841-9730 

Attention:     Vivian  Brown 


Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
415/771-9000 

Attention:     Richard  Thuillier 


City  of  Brisbane 

City  Manager:     Clark  Smithson 

City  Engineers  Office:     James  F.  Carroll 

415/467-1515 


San  Mateo  County 

Planning  Department:  Geraldine  Steere 
415/364-5600 


U.S.  Weather  Service 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
415/876-2886 
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Telephone 

Pacific  Telephone  Company 

140  New  Montgomery  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

415/863-0777 

Attention:     J.  C.  McGovern 


Gas  and  Electric 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Attention:     Stephen  Slauson 
Bob  Podesta 
Paul  Evans 


Solid  Waste  Collection 

Sunset  Scavengers 

Tunnel  Avenue  and  Beatty  Road 

Brisbane,  California  94134 

415/467-2300 


NEIGHBORHOOD  ORGANIZATIONS 


All  People's  Coalition 

16 8A  Leland  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94134 

415/239-9050 

Attention:     John  Haug  Jerry  Donovan 

Don  Horanzy  Rosemary  Contreras 


Visitacion  Valley  Improvement  Association 

280  Tolocoma  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94134 

415/467-1397 

Attention:     Joseph  Brajkovich 
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Visitacion  Valley  Merchants  Association 
58  Leland  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94134 
415/239-5561 

Attention:     Jack  Creighton 


Visitacion  Valley  Bank  of  America 
6  Leland  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94134 
415/622-4501 

Attention:     Lowell  S.  McGrew 


Bayview-Hunters  Point  Coordinating  Council 

201  Southridge  Road 

San  Francisco,  California  94124 

Attention:     Earl  Mills 


Visitacion  Valley  Improvement  Association 
83  Leland  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94134 
415/239-5850 

Attention:     Henry  Schindel 
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CHAPTER  XII 


DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


FEDERAL 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

(3  copies) 
Region  IX 

100  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Dr.  Joseph  Calif f 


STATE 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 

Management     (8  copies) 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Department  of  Transportation 

(CALTRANS) ,  District  IV 
150  Oak  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Mr.  Thomas  Lammers 
District  Engineer 

Air  Resources  Board 
Evaluation  and  Planning 
1709  Eleventh  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
Attn:  Mr.  William  Lockett 

State  Attorney  General's  Office 
6000  State  Building 
350  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Ms.  Louise  Renne 

History  Preservation  Section 
Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
Resources  Agency 
P.  0.  Box  2  390 
Sacramento,  CA  95811 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
State  Headquarters 
1416  Ninth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


Department  of  Public  Health 
2151  Berkeley  Way 
Berkeley,  CA  94704 
Attn:  Mr.  Arnold  Greenberg,  Chief 
Bio-Environmental  Laboratory 


REGIONAL 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control 

Board  <1  copy) 
San  Francisco  Region 
1111  Jackson  Street,  Room  6040 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
Attn:  Mr.  Donald  Dalke 

Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 

Control  District   (2  copies) 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Mr.  Ralph  Mead 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 
Attn:  Ms.  Vivian  Brown 

San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation 

and  Development  Commission 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Mr.   Kent  Watson 

Port  of  San  Francisco 
Ferry  Building 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     Mr.  James  Read 
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Public  Utilities  Commission 
94  9  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:  Mr.  James  J.  Finn 

Director  of  Transportation 

Committee  for  Utility  Liaison  on 
Construction  and  Other  Projects 
(CULCOP) 

%GES  -  Utility  Liaison 

City  Hall,  Room  363 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  Herman  Beneke 


LIBRARIES 

Documents  Department   (2  copies) 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Ms.  Faith  Van  Liere 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  - 

Library 
100  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Ms.  Jean  Circiello 

Social  Science,  Business  and 

Ethnic  Studies  Library 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1600  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 
Attn:  Ms.  Mimi  Sayer 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  - 

Library 
198  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Governments  Document  Section 
Stanford  University 
Stanford,  CA  93063 


GROUPS 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
728  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Ms.  Susan  Smith 


Sierra  Club 

San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter 
5608  College  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94618 

Friends  of  the  Earth 
529  Commercial  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Ms.  Connie  Parrish 

Bayview-Hunters  Point 

Coordinating  Council 
100  Whitney  Young  Circle 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Bayview  Baptist  Ministers  Fellowship 

731  Mendell  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Attn:  Reverend  Victor  L.  Medearis 

Northern  California  Committee 

for  Environmental  Information 
P.  0.  Box  761 
Berkeley,  CA  94701 
Attn:  Dr.  Donald  Dahlsten 

McKinnon  Avenue  Community  Club 
1506  McKinnon  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attn:  Ms.  Lennie  Gaines 

National  Association  for  the 

Advancement  of  Colored  People 
San  Francisco  Branch  Office 
2085  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

San  Francisco  Merchants  and 
Industry  Association,  Inc. 
P.  0.  Box  24211 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Bayview-Hunters  Point  Non-Profit 

Community  Development  Corporation 
1715  Yosemite  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

All  People's  Coalition 
168A  Leland  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 
Attn:  Mr.  Ronald  C.  Morton 
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Communities  of  the  Outer  Mission 

Organization  (COMO) 
3215  Army  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Reverend  Anthony  Bauman 

Visitacion  Valley  and  Sunnydale 

Neighborhood  Coordinating  Council 
91  Leland  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 
Attn:  Mr.  Henry  Schindel 

Bayview  Civic  Club 
4910  Third  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attn:  Mr.  George  Jones 

Bayview-Hunters  Point  Joint 

Housing  Committee 
1600  Palou  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attn:  Ms.  Eloise  Westbrook 

Bayview  Merchants  Association 
5000  Third  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attn:  Mr.  Mel  Gentry 

Bret  Harte  Improvement  Association 

1130  Gilman  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Attn:  Mr.  Ruel  S.  Brady 

Sunnydale  Citizens  League 
1654  Sunnydale  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Sunnydale  Visitacion  Valley 

Organizing  Committee 
50  Raymond  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 
Attn:  Mr.  Mike  Miller 

Visitacion  Valley  Merchants 

Association 
58  Leland  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 
Attn:     Mr.  Jack  Creighton 


Visitacion  Valley  Community 

Center,  Inc. 
50  Raymond  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 
Attn:  Dr.  Dameron  Thompson 

Visitacion  Valley 

Improvement  Association 
83  Leland  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 
Attn:  Mr.  Henry  Schindel 

Little  Hollywood  Improvement 

Association 
117  Gillette  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

San  Francisco  Planning  and 

Urban  Renewal  Association 
126  Post  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Coalition  of  San  Francisco 

Neighborhoods 
P.  O.  Box  5882 
San  Francisco,  CA  94101 
Attn:  Ms,  Mary  McMahon 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

260  Green  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


BUSINESSES 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
77  Beale  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Mr.  Melvin  Youngblood 
Land  Department 

INDIVIDUALS 

Ms.  Dianne  Hunter 

101  Sutro  Heights  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 
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.Mr.  Allen  White 
Dept.  of  Geography 
Ohio  State  University 
Columbus,  Ohio  43210 

Ms.  Dorothy  Erskine 
233  Chestnut  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mr.  George  Lee 
T.  Y.  Lin  International 
15  Vandewater  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mr.  Jack  Ken 

Anshen  and  Allen  Architects 

461  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Ms.  Claudia  Hudson 
Golden  Gate  Seminary 
Mill  Valley,  CA  94941 

Mr.  Art  Geming 

400  Pacific  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mr.  Gary  Odaffer 
KCA  Consulting  Engineers 
111  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Mr.  Peter  Christenmuir 

3524-A  17th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

William  A.  Bend,  AIA 

1300  Monterey 

San  Francisco,  CA  94127 


San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
1070  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:     Mr.  Ken  McEldowney 

San  Francisco  Progress 
851  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:     Mr.  Dan  Borsuk 

San  Francisco  Examiner 
110  Fifth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:     Mr.  Don  Cantor 

Oakland  Tribune 

13th  and  Franklin 

Oakland,  CA  94612 

Attn:     Mr.  Fred  Garretson 


NEWSPAPERS 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:     Mr.  Dale  Champion 
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XIV.      SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


The  following  is  a  summary  of  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft 
EIR  and  responses  to  those  comments: 


Mr.  Joseph  Brajkovich,  Little  Hollywood  resident.     Oral  comments  at 

Public  Hearing,  22  July  1976. 

Comment  1:       "I  have  no  particular  objection  against  this  Executive 
Park  construction  other  than  when  it  comes  to  affect 
adversely  the  quality  of  life  in  Little  Hollywood  and, 
for  the  life  of  me,  I  cannot  see  where  it  can  do  any- 
thing else  but  that." 


Response  1 
Comment  2 : 


Response  2 


None 

"The  number  one  problem  is  going  to  be  certainly  a 
parking  problem.     At  the  present  time  in  Little  Holly- 
wood, we  have  approximately  350  homes,  and  if  even  50 
cars  are  parked  by  the  homeowners ,  we  are  going  to 
have  a  problem....... 

"It  is  almost  impossible  to  park  in  front  of  your  own 
house  when  any  kind  of  activities  are  going  on  in 
Candlestick  Park  and  I  am  sure  in  a  construction  such 
as  Executive  Park,  the  proposal  of  Executive  Park,  it 
is  going  to  create  this  problem.     There  is  just  no 
question  about  it  because,  as  far  as  I  know,  they  are 
not  going  to  have  sufficient  parking  for  all  of  those 
people  that  are  using  the  Executive  Park,  that  will  be 
working  there." 

On  page  57  of  the  FEIR  is  a  discussion  of  the  parking 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project.     The  site  of  the  pro- 
posed project  would  accommodate  3,890  parking  spaces, 
about  200  less  than  the  projected  demand  of  4,120 
parking  spaces.     The  200  vehicles  in  excess  of  avail- 
able spaces  could  park  in  the  Candlestick  lots  or 
adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  site  on  Jamestown 
Avenue . 


On  page  114  of  the  FEIR ,  mitigation  measure  "c"  is 
proposed  which  would  discourage  project-bound  motor- 
ists from  parking  in  the  Little  Hollywood  area.  The 
first  pedestrian  access  on  Blanken  Avenue  would  be 
600  feet  inside  the  west  boundary  of  the  proposed 
project. 

Comment  3:       "The  next  problem,  as  I  see  it,  is  going  to  be  Blanken 
Avenue,  the  only  street  that  goes  into  that  area,  the 
only  avenue  in  and  the  only  avenue  out.     It  is  a  two- 
lane  highway  and  even  on  low  traffic  days  it's  not  the 
best  place  to  get  in  and  out..." 


Response  3:     In  Figure  10,  page  28  of  the  FEIR,  Beatty  Road  is 
shown  running  parallel  to  Blanken  Avenue  and  would 
allow  access  to  the  proposed  project  site  from 
Tunnel  Road  and  Bayshore  Boulevard. 


Mitigation  measure  "b"  and  "c"  requiring  public 
agency  action  are  listed  on  page  115  of  the  DEIR 
which  would  discourage  use  of  Blanken  Avenue  by 
project-bound  motorists. 

In  mitigation  measure  "b,"  an  extension  of  Sunny- 
dale  Road  would  require  special  funding  from  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Public  Works, 
which  seems  unlikely  at  this  time. 

To  extend  Beatty  Road  (which  is  in  the  Brisbane  City 
limits)   to  Bayshore  Boulevard  would  necessitate  an 
overpass  across  the  Southern  Pacific  tracks.  The 
City  of  Brisbane  has  no  specific  plans  at  this  time 
for  such  an  extension,  however,  property  owners  in 
the  area  could  help  finance  the  construction  through 
a  special  assessment  district,  in  a  process  similar 
to  the  building  of  Beatty  Road  from  Alanna  Way  to 
Tunnel  Road . ^ 

Bayshore  Boulevard  is  in  the  County  of  San  Mateo, 
and  if  Beatty  Road  were  extended  to  intersect  with 
Bayshore  Boulevard,  funds  could  be  made  available 
from  the  County  Aid  to  Cities*  Fund  to  help  finance 
the  construction  providing  the  proposed  extension 
met  the  requirements  set  by  the  County  relating  to 
the  priority  of  other  proposed  projects  and  if  the 
extension  had  "significance  to  San  Mateo  County 
traffic."3 

The  extension  of  Tunnel  Road  to  Bayshore  Boulevard  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  during  the  next  three  months. 

Mitigation  measure  "c"  would  have  to  be  implemented 
by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works. 
Stop  signs  and  regulation  signs  would  cost  $50  to 
$100  each  and  could  be  implemented  through  the 
regular  Public  Works  budget.     Traffic  diverters 


Mr.  Don  Bray,  Traffic  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Dept.  of  Public 
Works,  phone  conversation  August  10,  1976. 

2 

Mr.  Clark  Smithson,  City  Manager,  Brisbane,  phone  conversa- 
tion August  10,  1976. 

o 

Mr.  Larry  Leonhardt,  Senior  Design  Engineer,  County  of  San 
Mateo,  phone  conversation  August  10,  19  76. 

4 

Mr.  Clark  Smithson,  op.  cit. 
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(approximately  $1,000)   and  fixed  time  signals  ($30,000) 
would  have  to  be  financed  by  special  funds  which  cur- 
rently are  not  available. * 

Comment  4 :       " .  .  ..perhaps  the  most  serious  problem  for  a  certain 
length  of  time  is  going  to  be  the  tearing  up  of 
Blanken  Avenue . " 

On  page  60  of  the  FEIR  ,  reference  is  made  to  construc- 
tion traffic  on  Blanken  Avenue.     No  construction  traf- 
fic would  be  permitted  on  Blanken  Avenue  by  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  and  the  project  developer.     The  avenue 
is  currently  prohibited  from  truck  traffic  by  the  City, 
and  the  developer  would  require  all  traffic  related  to 
proposed  project  construction  to  use  other  routes.  An 
exception  to  the  above  would  occur  during  two  to  three 
months   (or  less)  during  which  time  a  new  water  line  and 
other  utilities  would  be    built  in  one  lane  of  Blanken, Ave, 
from  the  proposed  project  site  to  Old  Bayshore  Boule- 
vard and  in  San  Bruno  Avenue  to  the  intersection  of 
Campbell  and  San  Bruno  Avenue.     During  all  such  street 
construction,  the  City  Public  Works  Department  requires 
that  a  14-foot  lane  be  open  in  each  direction  for  resi- 
dent, police,  fire  and  emergency  access  and  residents 
have  access  to  their  homes  and  driveways  at  all  times. 

Comment  5 :       11  Jobs  is  not  a  good  enough  reason  to  create  a  park 

there  and  to  keep  taking  away  from  Little  Hollywood  as 
far  as  the  amenities  are  concerned,  as  far  as  quality 
of  life  is  concerned... 

"...We  who  live  in  Little  Hollywood,  we  who  pay  the 
taxes,  we  who  have  lived  there  for  a  long  time  and  who 
will  continue  to  live  there,  are  going  to  be  the  ones 
that  are  going  to  be  affected  adversely  and  for  all 
time;  for  as  long  as  that  Executive  Park  is  there  the 
quality  of  life  in  Little  Hollywood  is  not  going  to  be 
what  it  is  today.     It's  going  to  be  worse.     So  keep 
that  in  mind  when  these  other  people  come  before  you. 
They  have  nothing  to  lose  and  they  have  perhaps  a  few 
jobs  to  gain,  but  we  who  live  there  are  going  to  be 
affected  permanently. . . " 

Response  5:  None 


Response  4 : 


Mr.  Clarence  Fleming,  President  of  Little  Hollywood  Improvement 

Association.  Oral  comments  at  public  hearing, 
22  July  1976, 


Mr,  Don  Bray,  op.  cit. 

> 

'Mr.  Don  Bray,  op.  cit.     Sergeant  L.  Etherington,  officer  in  charge 
of  Survey  Bureau,  s.  F.  Police  Dept.,  and  Robert  Rose,     Chief,  Division 
of  Planning  &  Research,  S.  F.  Fire  Dpet.,  phone  conversations  August 
10,  1976. 
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Comment  6:       "...being  the  President  of  that  organization,  they  [the 
committee]   were  given  four  options .     One  was  to  pursue 
open  space  for  the  Candlestick  Cove  area;  one  was  to  go 
with  the  Master  Plan,  which  calls  for  housing,  and 
which  we  fought  five  or  six  years  ago  and  we  stopped 
the  projects  that  were  going  to  be  built  in  the  Candle- 
stick Cove  area;  the  other  option  was  light  industry, 
it  is  zoned  M-l  and  C-l;  and  the  other  option  was  the 
Yerby  Development. 

"...I  went  to  Proposition  J  Committee;  Proposition  J 
Committee  had  submitted  a  proposal  for  Proposition  J 
to  purchase  the  land  and,  again,  that  was  turned  down 
because  the  monies  coming  in  for  Proposition  J  was 
$2.5  million  per  year,  and  the  land  value  of  that  land 
is  $13  million,  depending  on  who  you  talk  to  in  the 
Planning  Department,  from  $4  million  to  $13  million..." 

"This  being  accomplished,  {recommendation  of  Proposi- 
tion J  Committee  regarding  open  space  acquisition] 
the  concerned  residents  of  Little  Hollywood  said,  'We, 
therefore,  will  approve  the  Yerby  Development  because 
of  the  economical  value  to  the  community.  There  is  a 
possibility  of  jobs  being  brought  into  the  City,  into 
the  Community  1 . " 

Response  6:     A  statement  has  been  added  to  the  discussion  of 
Alternative  2,  page  126  of  the  Final  EIR. 


Mr.  Henry  Schindel,  President,  Visitacion  Valley  Improvement 

Association.     Oral  comments  at  public  hearing 
22  July  1976. 

Comment  7:       "The  area,  as  you  approach  San  Francisco,  with  these 
towers,  and  maybe  with  the  gardening  that  we  will 
have  there,  the  number  of  trees,  it's  going  to  be  an 
appreciation  for  San  Francisco,  and  as  far  as  the 
jobs,  believe  you  me,  we  want  to  start  as  of  now.  We 
want  the  kids  to  appreciate  the  fact  that  when  this 
project  is  completed  that  they  will  be  trained  to  have 
jobs  and  not  have  an  import  of  other  people.     We  are 
assured  that  this  is  going  to  be  undertaken  and  that 
we  will  have  something  to  that  effect." 


Thomas  Malloy,  Dept.  of  Parks  &  Recreation,  phone  conversation 
August  10,  1976. 


Response  7 : 


George  Yerby,  President  of  the  Yerby  Corporation. 

Oral  comments  at  public  hearing,  22 
July  19  76. 


"...there's  been  no  jobs  that  have  been  guaranteed. 
We  have  worked  out  the  Affirmative  Action  Program 
based  on  qualifying  people  for  the  jobs  that  will 
become  available.     It's  virtually  illegal  for  a  pri- 
vate developer  to  guarantee  jobs.     The  unions  would 
not  stand  for  it  and  we  would  have  a  definite  problem." 

Comment  8:       "...they  are  going  to  come  into  Visitacion  Valley  and 
because  we  consider  it  as  part  of  the  Valley,  they  are 
going  to  use  our  banks ,  they  are  going  to  use  our  post 
office,  they  are  going  to  use  all  our  facilities 
there . . . 

"...and  if  it  isn't  this  one  thing,  other  things  are 
going  to  come  up  that  are  going  to  perhaps  cause  us  to 
worry  about  parking  and  about  the  freeway..." 

Response  8:    See  response  2  and  51. 


Ms.  Goldie  Judge,  Visitacion  Valley  resident,  member  All  People's 
Coalition.     Oral  comments  at  public  hearing     22  July  19  76. 


Comment  9 :       "My  purpose  here  this  afternoon  is  to  give  my  full 
support  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  of  the 
San  Francisco  Executive  Park. 


"I  have  read  and  in  my  mind  have  understood  and  have 
met  and  discussed  with  the  developers  and  the  people 
that  are  concerned  and  some  of  the  members  of  the 
City  Planning  Commission  Department.     I  feel  that  all 
my  concern  has  been  answered.     I  feel  I  can  live  with 
the  impact  of  my  neighborhood  because  San  Francisco 
needs  business. . . 


"As  a  community  advocate,  I  strongly  urge  you  to  adopt 
and  certify  the  EIR  and  let  this  community,  particu- 
larly San  Francisco,  grow." 


Response  9 :  None 


Mr.  Oscar  James,  member  of  the  Bayview-Hunters  Point  Coordinating 

Council  and  Chairman  of  the  Bayview-Hunters  Point 
Economic  Development  Committee   (a  community  organ- 
ization concerned  with  jobs  and  economic  develop- 
ment in  Bayview-Hunters  point) .     Oral  comments  at 
public  hearing  22  July,  1976. 
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Comment  10:     "We  have  had  the  opportunity  to  sit  with  Mr.  Kellar 
in  our  Manpower  Skills  Office  in  the  Bay view-Hunters 
Point  Community  and  came  up  with  an  Affirmative  Action 
agreement  with  Kellar  and  our  Office  of  Manpower  that 
I  would  like  to  pass  out  to  the  members  of  the  Plan- 
ning Commission." 

Response  10:  This  Affirmative  Action  agreement  is  a  mitigation 
measure  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 


Ms.  Osceola  Washington  Pierson,  Coordinator,  Bayview-Hunters  Point 

Senior  Citizens,  Incorporated. 
Oral  comments  at  public  hearing  22 
July  1976. 

Comment  11:     "But  what  we  are  really  concerned  about  is  the  upbuild- 
ing and  improvement  of  humanity,  and  whether  the  pre- 
vious speaker  believed  it,  we  are  human  beings  in 
Bayview-Hunters  Point  and  we  are  humans  that  want  to 
be  a  part  of  San  Francisco,  and  we  feel  like  this 
project  will  be  an  asset  to  San  Francisco  and  defin- 
itely the  Bayview-Hunters  Point  community." 


Response  11:  None 


Mr.  Ronald  Morton,  Vice  President  of  Visitacion    Valley  Merchants 

Association.     Oral  comments  at  public  hearing 
22  July  1976. 

Comment  12:     "We  have  to  live  there,  we  have  our  businesses  there, 
and  we  feel  we  can  still  survive,  and  it  will  also 
help  us  so  we  hope  that  you  will  vote  'yes'  as  far  as 
the  draft  is  concerned." 

Response  12:  None 

Ms.  Eloise  Westbrook,  resident  of  Hunters  Point.     Oral  comments  at 

public  hearing  22  July  1976. 

Comment  13:     "We  must,  as  citizens  of  this  community — when  I  say 

'community'   I  mean  San  Francisco — we  must  begin  to  try 
to  find  jobs,  and  ways  and  means,  so  that  our  people 
can  be  decent  and  have  a  decent  house  and  a  decent 
job  and  decent  streets  to  live  on. 

"...Yes,  we  have  been  ten  years  trying  to  get  the 
houses  out  there,  and  we  only  got  five  little  sites 
in  the  first  phase.     Ten  years!     When  other  private 
contractors  have  gone  and  built  houses  and  forgotten 
all  about  it  and  gone  on  somewhere  else  and  forgotten 
about  them,  too." 
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"And  yet  we  are  still  there  trying  to  build  houses. 

"Well,  you  begin  to  talk  about  'open  space.1  Certainly 
if  anybody  is  used  to  open  space  it  is  Hunters  Point. 
We  have  lived  in  those  houses  where  it  rained  in  any- 
time it  wants  to  and  the  sunshine  is  always  there..." 

Response  13:  None 


Mr.  Calvin  Hayes ,  Project  Director,  Bayview-Hunters  Point  Affirma- 
tive Action  Program.     Oral  comments  at  public 
hearing  22  July  1976. 

Comment  14:     "We  support  the  project  because  of  job  potential  sug- 
gested by  the  construction  and  utilization  of  the 
project.     We  also  support  it  because  it  is  a  strong 
documented,  I  repeat  documented,  commitment  to  Affir- 
mative Action." 


Response  14:  None 


Mr.  L.  P.  Lewis,  Acting  Deputy  Director,  Bayview-Hunters  Point 

Non-Prof it  Community  Development  Corporation.  Oral 
comments  at  public  hearing  22  July,  1976. 

Comment  15:     "The  Bayview-Hunters  Point  Non-Prof it  Development 

Corporation  is  urging  the  Commission  to  act  affirma- 
tively on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report.  .  .  .because"  of 
the  following: 

Number  one.     It  would  provide  an  estimated  220 
construction  jobs  over  a  period  of  six  years  for 
a  total  of  1,300  person  years. 

Number  two.     Upon  completion,  some  4,900  jobs 
would  be  provided  in  the  project. 

Number  three.     The  City's  tax  revenue  on  the 
parcel  is  projected  to  increase  upon  completion 
of  the  project  from  the  present  $7,000  to 
$1,785,000. 

"The  aforestated  residuals  are  significant,  especially 
when  taken  in  the  context  of  the  current  community 
unemployment  situation." 


Response  15 :  None 


Mrs.  Ethel  Garlington,  resident  Bayview-Hunters  Point.     Oral  com- 
ments at  public  hearing  22  July  19  76. 


Comment  16:     "A  major  problem  in  our  community  is  the  lack  of  jobs. 

One  project  that  could  help  alleviate  the  situation  is 
the  Executive  Park  proposed  for  development  on  the 
south  side  of  Bayshore  Hill  by  the  Yerby  Corporation, 
and  this  Council  is  also  desirous  that  construction  of 
this  project  get  underway  at  the  earliest  possible 
date . " 

Response  16 :  None 


Ms.  Susan  Bierman,  Commissioner,  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Com- 
mission.    Oral  comments  at  public  hearing  22 
July  1976. 

Comment  17:     "One  thing  that  concerns  me,  this  Affirmative  Action 
Agreement  that  came  in,  are  we  to  then  presume  that 
on  page  84  of  the  EIR,  where  it  says  no  positions 
would  be  guaranteed  to  the  community,  it  says  it  on 
84  and  it  says  it  on  page  87,  where  it  says   'The  crea- 
tion of  nearly  4,900  jobs  could  be  available  to  the 
people' . 

"It  doesn't  say  it  would  be,  it  says  it  could  be. 

"Then  it  says   'No  jobs  created  at  the  proposed  project, 
however,  would  be  guaranteed  for  any  residents.  Posi- 
tions would  be  filled  on  the  basis  of  personal  qualifi- 
cations ' . 


"Now,  are  we  to  presume  that  that  has  been  changed 
because  of  this  Affirmative  Action  Agreement  or  is  it 
still  the  case?" 


Response  17:  See  Response  7. 

Comment  18:     "The  reason  I  am  troubled  in  reading  ... t . the  traffic  part 
of  the  EIR — I  can't  find  it — and  correct  me  if  I  am 
wrong,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  5:00  o'clock  dis- 
persal traffic  is  almost  all  going  to  the  Peninsula  or 
into  the  City.     More  Peninsula,  some  in  the  City. 


"I  have  some  other  questions  about  that  too,  how  you 
arrived  at  those  figures,  but  I  can't  find  here  any- 
body who  is  going  to  Hunters  Point  in  the  figures-..., 

"I  know  they  are  estimates,  but  what  is  the  estimate 
of  the  Point?" 

Response  18:  The  Transportation  Report  (Appendix  C,  Volume  II,  FEIR) 
was  prepared  by  Donald  K.  Goodrich,  Traffic  Engineer. 
His  analysis  was  partially  based  on  a  gravity  model 
(incorrectly  called  a  "draft  model"  during  oral 


comments  at  the  public  hearing  22  July  1976)   to  anti- 
cipate where  probable  traffic  generated  by  the  pro- 
posed project  would  travel  to  and  from  and  the  esti- 
mated volume.     This  model  is  based  on  population 
densities  and  the  number  of  likely  jobs  generated  by 
the  proposed  project.     Specific  jobs  and  actual  loca- 
tion of  probable  workers  for  each  job  are  not  part  of 
the  analysis.     Utilizing  the  model,  he  derived  the 
figures  shown  in  the  traffic  analysis  of  which  more 
than  half  the  trips  generated  would  travel  to  and  from 
the  Peninsula.     Approximately  20  percent  of  the  gener- 
ated traffic  could  be  within  a  five  to  ten  minute  driv- 
ing time  from  the  project. 

If  1,500  jobs  of  the  projected  4,930  were  filled  by 
people  living  in  the  South  Bayshore  Planning  District 
(Bayview-Hunters  Point,  Little  Hollywood  and  Visita- 
cion  Valley)   the  traffic  model  used  in  the  analysis 
could  account  for  this  volume  of  project  generated 
traffic  by  employees.     The  Third  Avenue  interchange 
with  Highway  101  could  be  used  by  employees  traveling 
by  auto  north  of  the  proposed  project  site  (Figure  2, 
page  4) .     There  may  also  be  employees  walking  from 
Visitacion  Valley  and  Little  Hollywood  to  the  project 
site  which  do  not  appear  in  the  traffic  impact  analy- 
sis . 

Comment  19:     "Is  it  customary  when  you  are  doing  the  wind  studies 
to  only  do  the  wind  study  effect  on  the  piece  of 
property  itself? 

"The  thing  I  am  concerned  about  is  that  the  towers-- 
I  am  not  as  concerned  about  the  low  buildings  and 
maybe  those  wind  problems  can  be  worked  out  to  advan- 
tage, but  the  towers,  I  can't  find  anywhere  in  here 
where  there  is  any  sort  of  analysis  of  what  kind  of 
wind  effect  the  towers  will  have  on  the  1  ittle  h  ill 
park   or  on  the  park  by  the  water  or  even  across  the 
freeway  on  Little  Hollywood,  because  15-story  build- 
ings' create  wind,  and  I  just  wondered  if  we  could  have 
some  of  that." 

The  Microclimate  Impact  Analysis  for  the  proposed  pro- 
ject (Appendix  B,  Volume  II,  FEIR)   considered  the 
wind  effects  of  the  proposed  buildings  on  the  project 
site.     The  analysis  showed  that  the  effects  of  the 
buildings  on  wind  movement  were  local,  diminished  with 
distance  from  the  site  boundary.     The  proposed  towers 
are  not  expected  to  affect  either  the  Candlestick, 
Shoreline,  or  Bayview  Parks. 


"How  far  do  you  think  those  towers  are  from  the  Bay- 
view  Hill  Park?  " 


Response  19 : 


Comment  20: 


-165" 


Response  20:  The  towers  would  be  approximately  800  feet  horizontally 
from  Bayview  Park.     The  elevation  of  the  Bayview  Park 
is  410  feet  and  the  top  of  the  towers  would  be  approxi- 
mately 280  feet  above  sea  level. 

Comment  21:     "...because  in  the  EIR  it  says  all  the  view  from  that 
Bayview  Hill  Park  is  going  to  be  taken  to  the  south, 
that  when  you  are  in  that  park  looking  south... you 
will  lose  the  view." 

Response  21:  Oral  comments  by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix,  Environmental 

Review  Officer,  at  the  public  hearing  22  July  1976. 

"...the  only  view  you  would  lose  would  be  for  those 
things  directly  in  line  of  sight  between  the  observer 
and  the  tower.     And  really  fairly  close  to  those 
towers,  I  would  expect  that  one  would  still  see  an 
effect  several  blocks  from  the  towers  if  one  were  a 
park  user,  and  if  you  think  of  how  big  a  City  high- 
rise  is  from  a  distance  of  several  blocks  when  you  are 
in  another  high-rise  looking  out  of  the  window,  it 
really  doesn't  subtend  a  very  great  part  of  the  hori- 
zon, so  although  you  could  see  the  building  in  view, 
I  don't  think  it  would  block  out  a  large  portion  of 
the  view. " 

Additional  response:     Figure  27A  is  added  to  the  EIR. 

Comment  22:     "In  here  it  talks  about  pedestrian  access  to  the  pro- 
ject and  it  says  there  won't  be  any  pedestrian  access... 

"I  wonder  whether,  for  instance,  at  the  gates  to  the 
project, will  it  be  totally  open  or  will  there  be 
guards  at  the  gates ,  or  what  are  the  plans  for  the 
whole  thing?" 

Response  22:  Oral  comments  by  Piero  Patri,  architect,  consultant 
to  the  Yerby  Corporation,  made  at  public  hearing  22 
July  19  76. 

"Both  Blanken  Avenue  and  Harney  Way  are  public  streets. 
Harney  Way  is  on  the  edge  of  the  project;  Blanken  goes 
through  the  middle  of  the  project.     They  will  remain 
public  streets.     Probably  there  will  be  security  and 
control  of  automobile  access  into  the  parking  areas. 

"As  far  as  pedestrian  circulation,  the  initial  plan, 
which  was  very  general  in  nature,  did  not  indicate  any 
pedestrian  circulation.  As  a  mitigation  factor,  which 
has  been  accepted  by  the  developer,  we  proposed  pedes- 
trian circulation  that  would  allow  access.  ...  from  Little 
Hollywood  area  to  Shoreline  Park,  as  well  as  proposing 
pedestrian  circulation  within. .. through  the  project." 
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Comment  23:  "I  just  wondered  about  those  towers.  You  could  build 
more  offices.  It  must  be  that  you  like  the  contrast, 
that  is  a  selling  point." 

Response  23:  The  project  sponsor  maintains  that  the  views  offered 
from  the  high-rise  towers  in  addition  to  the  space 
available  for  a  potential  tenant  requiring  large 
amount  of  space  are  major  "selling  points." 


Mr.  Mellon ,  Commissioner,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission.  Oral 
comments  at  public  hearing  on  22  July  1976. 

Comment  24:     "Have  you  given  any  consideration  to  staggered  employ- 
ment hours  in  the  project  itself  in  relation  to  peak 
hour  traffic  loads?" 


Response  24:  On  page  114  of  the  FEIR,  mitigation  measure  number  "d" 
indicates  that  the  developer  would  implement  staggered 
working  hours  for  office  employees  of  the  proposed  pro- 
ject to  mitigate  high  peak  traffic  levels.     Although  he 
would  not  make  this  a  condition  in  the  leases,  he  would 
encourage  the  tenants  to  comply  with  the  proposed  pro- 
ject plan  for  staggered  working  hours. 

Comment  25:     "You  are  fairly  certain,  Dr.  Bendix,  those  towers  will 
have  no  effect  on  the  wind  conditions  at  Candlestick 
Park?" 

Response  25:    (by  Dr.  Bendix) 


"Candlestick  Park  is  on  the  other  side  of  the  hill, 
really,  and  it  is  the  same  wind  currents  that  cause 
problems  at  Candlestick  Park  in  essence  that  would  be 
predominant  in  controlling  the  wind  conditions  on  this 
site,  and  this  site  is  not  going  to  have  that  much 
effect. 


"If  it  were  to  have  any  effect,  if  any  of  the  air  cur- 
rents pass  over  this  site  to  Candlestick  Park,  I  would 
expect  roughing  up  the  surface  and  putting  more  relief 
into  it  would  break  up  the  wind  currents  somewhat   

"I  think  a  fairly  extensive  wind  tunnel  study  was  done 
to  see  if  it  might  alleviate  the  wind  problems  at 
Candlestick  and  the  consultant  came  to  the  conclusion 
there  was  very  little  that  was  possible  to  immediately 
affect  those  conditions." 

Additional  response:     The  authors  of  the  Microclimate 
Impact  Analysis  for  the  proposed  project  corroborate 
Dr.  Bendix1 s  remarks. 
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Mr.  Starbuck,  Commissioner,  City  Planning  Commission.     Oral  comments 
made  at  public  hearing,  22  July  1976. 


Comment  26:     "Does  the  Yerby  Corporation  presently  have  a  staff?" 

Response  26:    (By  George  Yerby)  "Yes." 

Comment  27:     "How  large  is  it?" 

Response  27:    (By  George  Yerby)    "Three  people." 

Comment  28:     "Are  they  all  professionals?" 

Response  28:  (By  George  Yerby)  ".. .myself .. .Bill  Kellar , . .  . Vice 
President  of  Administration,  Bob  Desky ...  Executive 
Vice-President. . .an  attorney. " 

Comment  29:     "There  is  no  administration  staff  at  this  point?" 

Response  29:    (By  George  Yerby)  "No." 

Comment  30:     "...there  is  no  job  opportunities?" 

Response  30:    (By  George  Yerby)    "...there  is... we  already  hired  one 
resident  from  Visitacion  Valley,  who  is  working    for  us 
at  this  point,  but  we  certainly  expect  there  will  be 
opportunity  for  that  under  the  Affirmative  Action 
Plan." 

Comment  31:     "Do  you  contemplate  a  large  staff?" 

Response  31:    (By  George  Yerby)    "As  a  developer,  we  do  not  contem- 
plate a  large  staff..." 

"...We  will  be  leasing  space  to  potential  tenants. 
It  is  the  intent  of  The  Yerby  Corporation  to  retain 
ownership  for  over  25  years..." 

Comment  32:     "I  just  want  to  verify  the  fact,  at  least  so  far  as 
you  are  concerned,  you  really  have  no  direct  control 
over  hiring  practices  by  the  lessees?" 

Response  32:    (By  George  Yerby) 

"That  is  correct,  and  that  is  the  reason  we  have  told 
the  communities  that  we  can't  guarantee  any  jobs.  But 
we  want  to  work  with  them,  so  that  as  I  lease  space  or 
we  as  a  corporation  lease  space  we  are  going  to  work 
on  a  one-to-one  with  those  potential  lessees  with  the 
Affirmative  Action,  private  Affirmative  Action  Program 
we  have  established." 

Comment  33:  "I  have  a  question  of  Dr.  Bendix.  Would  you  feel  it 
appropriate  that  the  EIR  be  expanded  in  particular  in 
the  transportation  section?" 
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Response  33:    (By  Dr.  Bendix) 


"We  have  every  intention  of  expanding  and  revising 
the  transportation  sections  of  the  EIR  to  respond  to 
the  comments  which  have  been  made  by  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Pollution  Control  District  and  Caltrans  on  this 
matter . " 


(See  responses  65-81.) 


Comment  34:     "Would  it  also  be  possible  to  analyze  this  project  in 
terms  of  the  Peninsula  transit  policy,  of  the  City 
Planning  Commission?" 


Response  34:  The  Peninsula  transit  policy  of  the  City  Planning  Com- 
mission encourages  Peninsula  transit  buses  to  come  to 
the  City  of  San  Francisco,  and  not  stop  at  the  south- 
ern terminus  of  the  BART  line  in  Daly  City.     As  the 
proposed  project  is  not  accessible  by  BART,  all  public 
transit  from  the  Peninsula  to  the  proposed  project 
site  would  either  consist  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Rail- 
way or  bus  on  Highway  101.     By  encouraging  use  of 
Peninsula  transit  buses  to  stop  at  the  proposed  pro- 
ject, either  directly  or  en  route  to  downtown  San 
Francisco,  the  proposed  project  would  support  the 
Peninsula  Transit  Policy. 


Comment  3  5 


"I  am  particularly  concerned  with  the  impact  on 
several,  almost  all,  of  the  policies  that  were  pre- 
sented earlier  today — as  far  as  long-term  regional 
transit  goes . " 


Response  35:  None 


Comment  3  6 : 


"...in  the  Alternative  Section  there  is  no  easy  way  to 
analyze  a  combined  residential/commercial  use  of  the 
site.     In  other  words,  you  have  the  residential  use 
analyzed  solely  in  terms  of  itself,  whereas  all  of  the 
other  alternatives  have  some  combination  of  the  vari- 
ables, whether  it  be  density  or  use  or  how  it's  spread 
out .  " 


Response  36:  Alternative  7,  Combined  Residential  and  Commercial  Use 
of  the  site  has  been  included  in  the  Final  EIR, 
page  136F. 
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Comment  37:     "I  just  have  one  non-substantive  correction  which  you 
may  already  know  about  on  page  72.     On  the  fourth 
paragraph  when  it  talks  about  residential  use  on  Bay- 
shore,  I  believe  that  should  be  a  reference  to  the 
South  Bayshore  Study,  rather  than  just  Study." 

Response  37:  The  correction  is  made  in  the  Final  EIR. 


Mr.  Rosenblatt,  Commissioner,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission. 

Oral  comments  made  at  public  hearing  22  July  1976. 


Comment  38:     "You  mentioned  the  parking  areas  you  would  anticipate 
would  have  security  control.     Would  you  anticipate 
that  in  fact  during  nights  and  weekends  when  the 
offices  were  not  opened  that  they  would  in  fact  be 
closed?" 


Response  38:    (By  George  Yerby)    "The  areas  where  the  office  build- 
ings are  would  be  closed  off,  other  than.  ...the  restau- 
rant and  hotel  area,  which  would  remain  open." 


Comment  39:     "In  your  studies,  did  you  do  anything  to  look  at  some 
kind  of  a  measure  of  the  number  of  times  or  the  extent 
to  which  there  might  be  a  coincidence  of  heavy  park- 
ing and/or  traffic  movement  congestion  from  Candlestick 
Park  at  the  same  time?" 


Response  39:    (By  Donald  Goodrich,  Traffic  Engineer)    "We  have  esti- 
mated that  there  would  be  three  times  a  year  when  a 
heavy  activity  at  Candlestick  Park  would  overlap  the 
peak  hour  traffic  flow  to  or  from  the  project..." 

Comment  40:     "...What  happens  on  Monday  night  football?" 

Response  40:    (By  Donald  Goodrich)    "That  is  one  of  those  times.  The 
other  would  be  a  play-off  game  of  the  baseball  teams, 
which  isn't  likely. 

"It  does  turn  out  the  regularly  schedule   (sic)  base- 
ball schedules,  which  are  on  weekdays,  do  not  gener- 
ally overlap  with  the  peak  hour  involvement  and  the 
football  games,... are  on  weekends. 

"There  are  two  Monday  night  games  a  year  when  there 
could  be  problems." 

A  discussion  of  possible  traffic  conflicts  between 
the  proposed  project  and  Candlestick  Park  generated 


-17  0— 


traffic  is  found  on  page  57  in  the  DEIR  Vol.   I.     On  line  6 
the  word  "severe"  is  deleted  and  the  following  sentence  has 
been  added  after  the  word  "congestion",  line  6. 

" (bumper  to  bumper  traffic  moving  in  a  stop  and  go  fashion 
for  approximately  45  minutes  to  an  hour.)" 

Comment  41:       "In  your  looking  at  the  alternatives  and  the  mitigating  circum- 
stances, on  page  127,  the  alternative  discussed  there  is 
"same  site  use  and  density  as  the  proposed  project,  but  with- 
out the  high-rise  towers". 

"The  limit  used  was  the  40-foot  height  limit. 

"Did  you  do  any  studies  about  variation  between  four  and 
five  stories  and  fifteen  stories?" 


Response  41:  Subalternative  3b,  Same  Site  Use  and  Density  as  the  Project, 
but  all  Buildings  would  be  less  than  100  feet,  has  been 
added  to  the  Final  EIR,  page  129. 


Comment  42:     "Let  me  ask  you  a  related  question:     When  you  say 

'stepped  up,1  are  you  talking  about  a  wedding  cake 

kind  of  a  building  or  are  you  talking  about  a  series 
of  .... " 


Response  42:    The  developer  responded  that  the  alternative  des- 
cribed above  is  a  series  of    separate  buildings  built 
on  different  levels  which  would  be  consistent  with 
Fundemental  Principle  for  Major  New  Development  number 
1C  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Comprehensive  Plan: 

"Low  small-scale  buildings  on  the  slopes  of  hills, 
at  their  base  and  in  the  valleys  between,  comple- 
ment topographic  forms  and  permit  uninterrupted 
views . " 


Another  alternative  discussed  in  response  49,  is  the 
"wedding  cake"  structure  which  would  conform  to 
Fundemental  Principle  7  for  Major  New  Development 
of  the  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Comprehensive  Plan." 

"Buildings  which  meet  the  ground  and  reflect  the 
slope  of  the  hill  relate  to  the  land  form." 

Comment  43:     "...if  you  build  a  seven-story  building  and  an  eight- 
story  building  instead  of  a  15-story  building,  how 
have  you  reduced  the  tenant  flexibility?, , Unless  you 
are  lucky  enough  to  get  one  tenant  for  the  whole  thing." 
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Response  43:  The  developer  assumes  that  he  might  have  potential 
tenants  who  would  require  as  much  as  250,000  square 
feet  of  high-rise  space  in  one  building.     If  he  were  re- 
stricted to  an  eight-story  building  he  would  be  able 
to  provide  approximately  144,000  square  feet  within  one 
structure . 

In  1975  approximately  55  tenants  required  more  than 
100,000  square  feet  of  floor  space  at  one  location 
in  San  Francisco. 1 


Comment  44: 


"...I  need  to  go  back  and  ask... what  is  the  square 
footage  contemplated?" 


Response  44:     There  would  be  250,000  square  feet  in  each  of 
the  two  15-story  buildings. 

Comment  45:     "At  page  127,  the  fourth  paragraph,    'The  costs  of 
construction  of  this  alternative  would  be  higher 
than  the  proposed  project  for  the  above  reasons.' 
and  so  on,  and  it  must  be  in  the  totality,  because 
the  appendices  show  that  in  fact  your  construction 
costs  per  square  foot  for  the  high-rise  buildings 
are  higher  than  for  the  low-rise  buildings." 

Response  45:  The  developer  believes  that  tenants  would  be  willing 

to  pay  higher  rents  for  the  high-rise  space  which  would 
off-set  the  increased  construction  costs. 

The  construction  costs  per  square  foot  of  a  two  to 
three  story  building  are  less  than  that  of  a  high- 
rise  structure.     In  Alternative  3  page  12  7,  Volume 
I  of  the  FEIR ,  the  construction  costs  per  square 
foot  of  the  two  to  three  story  buildings  would  be 
higher  than  the  proposed  high-rise  due  to  the  ad- 
ditional site  preparation,  retaining  walls,  drainage 
system,  labor  costs   (the  construction  would  take 
longer  because  the  design  is  more  complex)  more 
square  feet  of  exterior  wall  space  to  enclose  an 
equivalent  amount  of  cubic  space,  and  special  devices 
for  pedestrian  circulation  such  as  inclined  elevators. 

Other  design  solutions  may  not  be  more  expensive  than 
the  high-rise  proposed  for  the  project. 


Comment  46:     "What  are   'inclined  elevators?" 


1  Bill  Cole,  Assistant  Vice  President,  Coldwell  Banker,  San  Francisco, 
phone  conversation,  August  11,  19  76. 


Response  46:  In  the  alternative  described  above  and  in  response 
49,  the  elevators  connecting  different  buildings 
and/or  floors  would  be  moving  at  an  angle  to  conform 
to  the  hill  contour  instead  of  moving  vertically. 
Inclined  elevators  are  more  expensive  and  mechanically 
complex  than  the  conventional  vertical  elevators. 


Mr .  Okamoto ,  Director,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning. 

Oral  comments  at  public  hearing,    22  July,  1976. 


Comment  47:    ".it  would  seem  to  me  if  flexibility  is  your  objec- 
tive, as  implied  by  phasing,  that  then  there  would 
be  some  of  that  kind  of  choice  in  an  early  phase, 
so  it  can't  simply  be  flexibility,  because  I  mean 
there  is  no  flexibility  in  a  high-rise  building  ex- 
cept what  is  possible  within  the  floor." 


Response  47:  The  developer  wishes  to  be  able  to  say  to  a  prospec- 
tive tenant  that  he  can  have  anything  from  15,000 
square  feet  to  250,000  square  feet  all  in  one  building. 
This  is  the  developers  interpretation  of  "flexibility". 
A  250,000  square  feet  building  does  not  have  to  be 
15  stories  tall. 


Comment  48:     "What  is  the  point  of  phasing  then?" 

Response  48:  The  developer  believes  that  he  may  not  be  able  to  lease 
all  the  floor  space  in  the  high-rise  towers  when  the 
project  commences  construction.     He  feels  that  if  he 
cannot  market  the  total  development  at  one  time,  he  can 
develop    the  lower  cost  buildings  first.     This  scheme 
would  be  modified  if  financial  conditions  changed,  and 
the  high-rise  portion  of  the  proposed  project  could 
be  developed  earlier  than  the  original  schedule. 

Addtional  response:     Alternative  8,  The  proposed  project 
constructed  in  different  phases  has  been  added  to  the 
Final  EIR,  page  136G. 


Comment  49 


"The  feeling  I  have  is  the  Envrionmental  Impact  Report 
does  not  adequately  explore  the  alternative  to  the 
high-rise  buildings,  and  I  guess  that  is  why — 
Since  it  does  require  a  change  in  some  of  the  existing 
legislature,  that  is  why  I  am  asking  in  effect,  I 
suppose,  for  some  more  study  of  that  aspect  to  further 
examine  the  alternative  that  would  not  require  the 
high-rise . 

Response  49:  Subalternative  3C  Same  Site  Use  and  Density  as  Alterna- 
tive 3,  but  Different  Design  Scheme  for  Area  3  has  been 
added  to  the  Final  EIR,  page  132. 
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Comment  50:     "This  may  relate  to... the  adequacy  of  access  to  the 
Hunters  Point-Bayview  area.     I  realize  there  are 
streets  that  connect,  but  I  also  note  that  the  assumed 
volumes  of  traffic  are  low,  I  also  at  first  read  that  as 
indicating  that  that  meant  there  would  be  fewer  people 
and,  therefore,  fewer  workers  or  employees  moving  in  that 
direction . 

"It  may  be  that  that  is  a  function  of  the  constraint 
of  the  streets,  in  which  case  then  it's  something 
that  can  be  manipulated,  but  I  think  that  is  very 
critical  to  a  lot  of  things  there,  so-called  Affirmative 
Action  Program,  the  access  of  people  in  Hunters  Point- 
Bayview  to  the  jobs,  and  that  sort  of  thing." 

Response  50:  Figure  10,  Volume  I  page  28  and  Figure  11,  Volume  I 

page  32  show  the  access  routes  and  public  transit  lines 
from  Hunters  Point-Bayview  area  to  the  proposed  pro- 
ject site.     Third  Street  is  the  major  thoroughfare 
from  the  Hunters  Point-Bayview  area  and  project  bound 
motorists  could  either  reach  the  site  via  Jamestown 
Avenue  or  the  Third  Street  Interchange  with  Highway 
101.     Those  people  traveling  by  transit  could  take   the  15 
bus  and  transfer  to  Bus  Number  29  at  Blanken  Avenue. 

Comment  51:     "...several  of  the  people  who  testified  earlier  from 
Visitacion  Valley  expressed  the  belief  that  or  the 
fact  the  development  would  help  them  from  a  business 
point  of  view.     It  seems  to  me  from  a  point  of  view 
of  economic  impact  at  least  may  be  I  am  not  persuaded 
that  some  of  the  very  businesses  that  they  presently 
have  would  not  be  substituted  for  or  competed  with 
by  development  in  the  project." 

Response  51:  The  proposed  project  would  have  an  economic  impact 
on  Visitacion  Valley  and  commercial  areas  on  Third 
Street  in  Bayview-Hunters  Point,  in  terms  of  possible 
employment  of  some  residents,  and  the  patronage  of  some 
local  businesses  such  as  restaurants,  grocery  stores, 
dry  good  stores  and  places  of  entertainment  (movie 
theatres,  bowling  alleys,  etc.).     The  extent  to  which 
these  impacts  occur  is  contingent  on  the  accessibility 
of  the  proposed  project  to  Visitacion  Valley  and 
Third  Street;  on  the  attraction  of  various  commer- 
cial enterprises  to  employees  and  users  of  the  pro- 
posed project;     and  on  competition  with  project  busines- 
ses.    On  page  117,  Volume  I  of  the  FEIR,  mitigation 
measure  "a"  indicates  that  the  project  developer  would 
eliminate  all  commercial  shops  in  the  proposed  project 
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except  for  service-oriented  sales  directly  associated 
with  proposed  project  functions. 


Comment  52:     "In  which  case  where  do  the  workers  go  to  eat  lunch?" 

Response  52:    (By  George  Yerby) 

"There  will  be  restaurants  in  the  development,  plus 
probably  a  cafeteria  or  two." 

Comment  53:     "So  they  don't  go  outside  to  patronzie  restaurants?" 

Response  53:  The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  the  Final 
EIR;  the  proposed  project  developer  would  develop  a 
plan  to  have  potential  tenants    (lessees)   partially  sub- 
sidize mini-bus  transportation  for  employees  to  travel 
to  Visitacion  Valley  and  Bayview-Hunters  Point. 

The  project  developer  has  been  working  with  Visitacion 
Valley  merchants  to  provide  a  bus  that  could  take  people 
up  to  Visitacion  Valley,  Leland  Avenue   shopping  area. 
Although  similar  plans  have  not  been  made  with  the 
Bayview-Hunters  Point  area  the  developer  is  willing  to 
do  the  same  thing  in  order  to  encourage  tenants  and  em- 
ployees    in  the  development/ to  travel  to  shopping  areas 
that  are  close  by. 

Mr.  Alan  Pendleton,  Staff  Counsel,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conserva- 
tion and  Development  Commission. 

Written  comments  in  letter  to  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  dated  19     July  1976. 

Comment  54:     "On  page  105,  the  report  acknowledges  BCDC  jurisdic- 
tion over  portions  of  the  project  but  states  that 
'no  formal  action  is  expected  due  to  the  relatively 
minor  amount  of  proposed  project  property  in  BCDC 
jurisdiction  and  the  compliance  of  land  use  to  BCDC 
guidelines.'     It  is  unclear  what  the  report  means  by 
'formal  action'.     Proposed  major  and  administrative 
permits  are  evaluated  by  BCDC  for  conformance  with  the 
McAteer-Petris  Act  and  the  Bay  Plan.     Both  types  of 
permits  require  applications  and  review  by  BCDC  for 
approval . " 

Response  54:  The  second  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  page 
105  has  been  changed. 
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Comment  55: 


"If  a  portion  of  the  site  is  within  out  shoreline 
jurisdiction,  maximum  feasible  public  access  to  the 
Bay  and  shoreline  would  need  to  be  provided  as  part 
of  the  project." 


Response  55:  See  response  23. 
Comment  56 : 


Response  56 
Comment  57 : 

Response  57 


Comment  58 


Response  58 


"The  report  should  clearly  indicate  what  portions 
of  the  project  would  be  within  BCDC's  100-foot 
shoreline  band  jurisdiction." 

A  new  Figure  30     showing  the  100-foot  BCDC  juris- 
diction is  included  in  the  report,  page  106. 

"We  are  also  concerned  about  land  uses  in  this  area. 
The  project  does  not  appear  to  be  in  conformance 
with  existing  City  and  County  zoning  requirements," 

In  Volume  I  on  page  72  of  the  FEIR  is  a  discussion 
of  the  applications  for  rezoning  and  reclassification 
of  the  height  limit.     On  June  16,  1976   (after  DEIR  was 
published) ,  the  application  for  height  reclassification 
of  Area  3  was  changed  from  200  to  230  feet  and  the 
bulk  classification  was  changed  from  "I"  to  "G" .  The 
"G"  classification  applies  to  buildings  over  80  feet 
in  height.    ("I"  classification  is  over  150  feet). 
The  maximum  bulk  diminsions  in  this  district  symbol 
classification  are  170  feet  in  length  and  200  feet 
diagonally   (the  same  as  "I"  classification) . 

"...the  San  Francisco  Bay  Plan  designates  the  areas 
north  and  northeast  of  the  project  (around  Candle- 
stick Park)   as  a  priority  use  waterfront  beach  or 
park  area.     The  DEIR  should  discuss  possible  impacts 
and  mitigation  measures  in  connection  with  such  land 
use.     Specifically,  the  report  should  evaluate  the 
visual  impact  of  the  proposed  Executive  Park  on  the 
proposed  shoreline  park." 

If  the  proposed  project  and  the  proposed  shoreline 
state  park  were  fully  implemented,  project  users 
would  have  direct  access  to  the  park  area  adjacent 
to  the  proposed  project  site.     Project  employees  and 
users  would  have  an  impact  on  the  adjacent  park  land 
by  such  activities  as  walking,  picknicking,  resting 
and  exercising,  especially  during  lunch  hour  or  be- 
fore and  after  business  hours.     The  heaviest  uses  of  the 
park  would  be  expected  during  the  weekend,  during 
which  the  proposed  project  would  be  closed  with  the  ex- 
ception of  the  hotel  and  restaurants.     The  project 
would  be  visible   (Page  8,  Volume  I  of  the  DEIR)  from 
the  southern  portions  of  the  shoreline  parks.  Mitiga- 
tion measures  would  be  designed  to  allow  for  direct 
access  from  the  project  to  the  park,  to  provide  project 
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landscaping  complementry  to  the  shoreline  park  (by 
use  of  trees,  ground  cover  and  shrubs  on  the  project 
boundary  on  Harney  Way)   and  to  mark  paths,  and  pro- 
vide trash  recepticals. 

Comment  59:  "...the  report  might  consider  discussing  the  use  of 
the  project-site  area  as  an  extension  of  the  shore- 
line park  as  an  alternative  to  the  Yerby  proposal." 

Response  59:  See  page  126  in  the  Final  EIR. 

Comment  60:     "On  page  179  of  the  DEIR,  a  sewage  disposal  plan  is 
discussed  that  involves  the  extension  of  existing 
sewer  lines.     The  report  concludes  that  BCDC  would 
not  approve  the  extension.     We  are  confused  by  this. 
Does  the  proposed  sewage  extension  involve  our  shore- 
line jurisdiction?    The  report  should  specifically  in- 
dicate where  the  extension  would  be  placed  and  what 
adverse  impacts  are  involved." 

Response  60:  The  DEIR,  Volume  I  on  page  79  discussed  three  alterna- 
tives for  routing  surface  runoff.     At  present,  all  sur- 
face runoff  from  the  proposed  project  site  is  channeled 
directly  to  the  Bay.  One    alternative  is  to  continue  to 
follow  this  procedure  when  the  proposed  project  is  com- 
pleted and  discharge  the  pollutants  collected  on  the  de- 
veloped part  of  the  site,  along  with  the  runoff  from  the 
undeveloped  portion, into  the  Bay.     This  could  contaminate 
the  Bay  waters  surrounding  the  site,  a  subject  of  con- 
cern to  BCDC  and  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 

A  second  alternative  would  be  to  discharge  runoff 
into  the  Bay  from  only  the  undeveloped  portion  of 
the  site,  continuing  the  present  practice.    (Note  that 
page  82,  Volume  I  in  the  DEIR  has  been  changed  on  the 
errata  sheet,  page    41  in  this  summary. 

Both  alternatives  would  discharge  pollutants  into 
the  Bay,  however,  the  actual  plans  for  dry  and  wet 
weather  sanitary  flows  from  the  project  site  have  not 
been  determined. 

Comment  61:     "...plans  for  terracing  the  land  area  apparently  in- 
volve the  removal  of  fill.     The  DEIR  does  not  indicate 
where  such  fill  will  be  deposited.     BCDC  is  very  con- 
cerned about  fill  disposal  as  the  policy  objectives 
of  the  McAteer-Petris  Act  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Plan  include  control  of  fill  in  the  Bay.     The  DEIR 
should  state  where  excavated  materials  will  be  dumped." 

Response  61:  On  page  49,  Volume  I  in  the  DEIR  is  discussion  of  the 
proposed  cutting  and  filling  for  the  proposed  project. 
If  earth  has  to  be   exported  from  the  site,  it  would  be 
deposited  at  an  approved  location,  which  has  yet  to  be 
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determined.     If  the  earth  were  deposited  in  the  Bay, 
BCDC  would  have  to  give  approval.     Other  inland  sites 
would  be  approved  by  the  appropriate  government  entity, 
(e.g.  San  Mateo  County  regulates  fill  sites  within 
that  jurisdiction) . 


Mr.  James  P.  Tryner,  Chief,  Resource  Preservation  and  Interpretation 
Division,  State  of  California,  Department  of  Parks  and 
Recreation. 


Written  comment  in  a  memorandum  to  Mr.  C.  K.  Fellows, 
Department  of  Water  Resources,  dated  July  28,  1976. 

Comment  62:     "On  page  107,  the  report  refers  to  the  Candlestick 
Shoreline  State  Park.     This  Project  has  not  been 
classified  by  the  California  State  Park  and  Recrea- 
tion Commission.     At  this  time  it  is  still  being 
referred  to  as  a  Project." 

Response  62:  The  correction  is  made  in  the  Final  EIR,  page  108. 


Comment  63: 


"This  Project  will  also  create  and  increase  the 
traffic  flow  along  Harney  Way,  but  the  amount  of 
traffic  has  not  been  determined  at  this  time." 


Response  63:  On  page  55,  Volume  I  in  the  DEIR  is  a  discussion  of 

estimated  existing  and  proposed  project  generated  traf- 
fic volumes.     Peak-hour  traffic  at  the  proposed  Candle- 
stick Shoreline  State  Park  is  not  expected  to  conflict 
with  project  generated  peak-hour  traffic. 

Mr.  William  C.  Lockett,  Chief,  Evaluation  and  Planning,  State  of 
California  Air  Resources  Board. 


Written  comments  to  Mr.  L.  Frank  Goodson,  Resources 
Agency  and  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning,  dated  July  28,  1976. 

Comment  64:     "The  subject  project... is  one  of  several  similar 

complexes  being  proposed  in  the  South  San  Francisco 
and  North  San  Mateo  areas .     The  cumulative  environ- 
mental impact  of  such  a  trend  toward  similar  land  use 
development  could  be  very  significant,  especially  in 
regard  to  air  quality. 

"Based  on  the  anticipated  adverse  environmental  im- 
pact, it  is  necessary  for  the  developer  to  implement 
those  measures  listed  on  page  114  of  Volume  One.  It 
also  appears  necessary  for  the  responsible  public 
agencies  to  implement  those  measures  listed  on  page 
115  beneficial  to  the  environment. 


"It  is  important  that  the  decision  makers  consider 
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carefully  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  air 
quality.     This  is  especially  important  in  view  of  the 
potential  cumulative  impact  from  similar  developments 
and  likely  zone  changes." 

Comment  64:     The  mitigation  measures  on  page  114,  Volume  I  of  the 
DEIR  would  be  implemented  by  the  developer. 


Mitigation  measures  "b"  and  "c"  on  page  115,  Volume 
I  of  the  DEIR  are  discussed  in  Response  3 . 

Mitigation  measure  "a"  could  probably  be  implemented 

by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  depending  on  the  time 

required  for  the  driver  to  complete  route  29.1 

Mitigation  measure  "d"  could  be  implemented  by  the  San 
Mateo  County  Transit  District,  as  the  District  is  in 
process  of  developing  a  five  year  plan  and  could 
accommodate  transit  connections  from  sections  of 
San  Mateo  County  to  the  proposed  project  site. 2 

Milton  Feldstein,  Deputy  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer,  Bay  Area  Air 
Pollution  Control  District. 

Written  comments  in  letter  to  San  Francisco  Department 
of  City  Planning,  dated  July  14,  1976. 

Comment  65:       "It  is  stated  in  the  report  that  a  number  of  related 

projects  in  the  vicinity  may  be  implemented  in  the  fu- 
ture, and  that  these  projects  may  impact  transporta- 
tion routes  and  services  .. .  . 

"Assuming  that  this  [[existing  plus  project-related^] 
traffic  data  was  used  as  the  basis  for  air  quality 
impact  calculations,  there  is  no  indication  that  traf- 
fic associated  with  other  concurrent  developments  and 
related  growth  was  taken  into  account  in  calculating 
air  quality  impacts  .  .  . 

"It  should  be  clarified  in  the  EIR  what  future  de- 
velopment   and  growth  assumptions  underlie  the  traffic 
data  used  for  the  air  quality  impact  analysis.  If 
other  development  and  related  growth  were  not  taken 
into  account,  the  air  quality  impact  should  be  re- 
computed to  reflect  this  additional  traffic." 


Larry  Sauve,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway, 
phone  conversation,  August  11,  1976. 
2  Jim  Gallagher,  Manager  of  Information  Services,  San  Mateo  County 
Transit  District,  phone  conversation  August  11,  19  76. 
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Response  65:  The  air  quality  impact  analysis  was  based  on  exist- 
ing plus  project  related  traffic  data.     Pages  105 
to  110  discuss  some  of  the  related  projects  which 
could  also  affect  the  volumes  of  traffic  on  the  James 
Lick  Freeway  (Highway  101) .     The  actual  traffic  gen- 
erated by  each  project  is  undetermined  at  present, 
but  by  19  81  the  proposed  projects  shown  in  Figure  30 A 
Page   107/  other  developments  not  yet  planned  (but  which 
could  be  constructed  on  the  areas  of  open  space  between 
South  San  Francisco  and  the  project  site) ,  and  projects 
in  downtown  San  Francisco,  which  could  generate  traf- 
fic on  Highway  101,  could  virtually  clog  the  freeway 
reducing  speeds  to  20  miles  per  hour  on  the  average. 

If  the  speed  on  the  James  Lick  Freeway  were  20  mph, 
with  capacity  volume  in  1981,  local  carbon  monoxide 
concentration  would  be  16  parts  per  million  with  the 
project  compared  to  the  national  standard  of  35  parts 
per  million. 

Table  7  page  61,  Volume  I  of  the  FEIR  has  been  changed  to 
reflect  the  above  analysis. 

Comment  66:     "The  DEIR  is  inaccurate  and  misleading  regarding  the 

capacity  and  congestion  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway.  Most 
segments  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway  currently  exceed 
existing  road  capacity,  and  stop-and-go  operation  during 
the  evening  peak  hour  is  common... The  statement  that 
'The  project  traffic  would  bring  the  freeway  from  its 
current  volume  of  70  percent  to  about  85  percent  of 
capacity  in  the  afternoon  peak  hour....'  is  inaccurate. 
The  report  indicates  that  the  capacity  of  the  Bayshore 

Freeway  was  defined  as  2,000  passenger  vehicles  per 
lane.     This  high  level  capacity  on  a  multi-lane  high- 
way is  possible  in  a  situation  of  uninterrupted  traffic 
flow  under  ideal  operating  conditions.     This  hardly 
describes  the  Bayshore  Freeway,  with  its  many  ramps 
and  interchanges  which  cause  an  often-interrupted 
traffic  flow,  and  a  high  incidence  of   'weaving  prob- 
lems.    For  these  reasons,  the  roadway  capacity  of 
the  Bayshore  during  the  evening  peak  hour  should  not 
be  assumed  to  be  higher  than  1500  passenger  cars  per 
lane." 

Response  66:     The  2,000  passenger  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour  capacity 
of  the  James  Lick  Freeway   (Highway  101)  was  used  in 
the  traffic  analysis  one  mile  north  of  the  proposed 
project  and  two  miles  south.     The  "Candlestick  Cause- 
way" is  a  straight  open  two  mile  section  of  the  free- 
way south  between  the  proposed  project  site  and  Oyster 
Point,  and  the  one  mile  segment  north  of  the  site 
widens  to  an  additional  lane  and  peak  hour  traffic. 

A  2,000  vehicle  per  lane  per  hour  capacity  is  possible 
when  a  freeway  is  unobstructed  and  ramp  control  is 
utilized.     A  "worst  case"  capacity  analysis  would  be 
1,800  vehicles  per  lane.     The  first  three  sentences 
of  the  second  paragraph  on  page  55,  Vol.   I  of  the 
FEIR  (and  page  88,  Vol.   II  of  the  FEIR)   have  been 
changed  to  reflect  the  1,800  vehicle  per  lane  per  hour 
capacity . 
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The  stop-and-go  operation  during  the  southbound  even- 
ing peak  hour  on  the  freeway  mentioned  in  the  comment 
above  does  exist  at  Oyster  Point  and  several  other 
locations  further  south.     Project  generated  traffic 
would  add  to  these  congested  (conditions. 


Comment  67:       "In  addition,  the  EIR  indicates  that  the  traffic 
analysis  was  based  on  a  50/50  directional  split 
(5,600  out  of  11,000  peak  hour  volume)  on  the 
Bayshore  during  the  evening  peak  hour.     In  fact,  it 
is  generally  considered  that  the  evening  peak  hour 
directional  split  on  the  Bayshore  is  60/40,  with 
more  vehicles  southbound." 


Response  67 


Comment  68: 


Response  68 


Comment  69 : 


Response  69 
Comment  70: 


The  traffic  analysis  was  not  based  on  a  50/50  direc- 
tional split.     The  analysis  used  actual  directional 
counts  provided  by  Mr.  c.  McMullan  of  the  Freeway 
Operations  Branch  at  Caltrans  office  in  San  Francisco. 

"....the  calculation  of  evening  peak  hour  southbound 
traffic  should  be:     1300   (project  traffic  southbound) 
+  7020   (60%  of  a  two-way  peak  hour  traffic)  =  8320  = 
139%  of  6000   (capacity) ,  clearly  indicating  that  the 
road  capacity  on  the  Bayshore  would  be  exceeded." 

Traffic  counts  from  the  California  Department  of 
Transportation  1974,  indicates  the  following  calcula- 
tion to  be  accurate:     1300   (projected  traffic  south- 
bound)  +  5600   (actual  count)   =  6900  =  95%  of  the 
7,200  capacity,  indicating  that  the  James  Lick  Free- 
way would  be  near  capacity. 

"In  view  of  the  above  [comments  67  and  68]    it  is  evi- 
dent that  by  1980  the  project  would  aggravate  an 
already  existing  congestion  problem  and  associated 
air  quality  impacts  in  the  Bayshore  Freeway  vicinity. 
This  reality  is  not  made  clear  in  the  DEIR." 

An  additional  statement  is  added  to  the  Final  EIR, 
Vol.   I,  page  57- 

"The  DEIR  calculates  pollutant  levels  on  the  Bayshore 
Freeway  assuming  average  speeds  of  55  and  50.  Con- 
sidering the  above   [comments  67,  68,  and  69}  the 
average  operating  speed  on  the  freeway  during  the 
evening  peak  hour  would  be  much  lower  than  50  mph 
(probably  closer  to  20  mph).     Thus,  pollutant  con- 
centration could  be  much  higher  than  is  shown  in  the 
report.     Peak  hour  concentrations  should  be  re-computed 
assuming  a  more  realistic  average  speed." 
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Average  traffic  speeds  could  be  slower  than  55  and 
50  miles  per  hour  on  sections  of  the  freeway  beyond 
the  one-mile  north  and  two-miles  south  segment  from 
the  project  site  (the  area  used  for  the  air  quality 
peak  hour  concentration.)     Response  65  calculates 
carbon-monoxide  concentrations  for  20  miles  per  hour 

"The  DEIR  indicates  local  carbon  monoxide  concentra- 
tions in  relation  to  the  James  Lick  Freeway  only. 
This  type  of  analysis  should  also  be  done  for  other 
roadways  in  the  project  area.     Sensitive  receptors 
near  roadways  and  the  pollutant  concentrations  to 
which  they  will  be  exposed  should  also  be  shown." 

Using  model  described  on  page  61  of  the  DEIR  local 
carbon  monoxide  levels   (in  parts  per  million) , 
along  other  project  roads  are: 


With  Project 

Without  Project 

(1981) 

(1981) 

1  hr      8  hrs 

1  hr           8  hrs 

0.5  0.2 

0.3  0.1 

0.5  0.2 

0.3  0.1 

3.1  0.6 

0.6  0.1 

Blanken  Road 
Jamestown  Road 
Harney  Way 

The  project  itself  could  be  considered  as  a  sensitive 
receptor,  as  well  as  the  residences  on  the  west  side 
of  Highway  101.     Superimposing  freeway  concentrations 
upon  local  street  concentrations  would  result  in  total 
concentrations  below  the  federal  standards . 

"Areawide  concentrations  should  be  calculated  not  only 
for  CO,  but  for  other  pollutants  as  well." 

The  area-scale  analysis  was  performed  on  CO  alone 
because  other  pollutants,  such  as  oxides  of  nitrogen 
and  reactive  hydrocarbon,  are  more  appropriately 
modeled  on  the  regional  scale.     The  area-wide  concen- 
trations for  pollutants  other  than  CO  are  shown  below, 
in  micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 

Concentration  Standard 

Oxides  of  Nitrogen  105  500.(1  hr) 

Hydrocarbons  294  160   (3  hrs) 

Particulates  4.0  104   (24  hrs) 


The  results  imply  that  the  standard  for  hydrocarbons 

would  be  exceeded.     The  standard  by  hydrocarbons 

is  currently  exceeded  many  times  within  the  Bay  Area. 


There  are  no  health  effects  associated  with  hydro- 
carbons.    The  purpose  of  the  standard  is  to  control 
photochemical  oxidant. 

"The  DEIR  neglects  to  discuss  the  air  quality  impli- 
cations of  the  fact  that  the  proposed  development 
could  compete  with  other  developments  which  might  have 
less  significant  air  quality  impacts  due  to  their 
location  and  the  availability  of  public  transit  (e.g. 
possibly  the  Yerba  Buena  project  in  San  Francisco  or 
other  center-city  projects) .     The  construction  of  a 
project  of  the  type  and  magnitude  of  that  being  pro- 
posed (i.e.,  including  3900  parking  spaces,  and 
located  in  such  a  way  as  to  facilitate  automobile 
access)  may  interfere  with  the  regional  objective  of 
attainment  and  maintenance  of  air  quality  standards." 

Locating  the  project  where  public  transportation  is 
available  would  reduce  regional  air  quality  impacts. 
This  type  of  consideration  would  fall  within  the  Air 
Quality  Maintenance  Planning  effort.     Location  of 
the  project  at  the  proposed  site  would  necessarily 
foreclose  some  future  options  available  during  this 
planning  effort. 

"The  description  of  pollutants  in  the  DEIR  text  should 
include  an  explanation  of  possible  health  effects 
associated  with  each  pollutant.     This  is  especially 
true  since  a  residential  area  could  be  impacted  by 
traffic-generated  air  pollutants  as  a  result  of 
project  implementation." 

An  additional  discussion  of  the  health  effects  of 
important  pollutants  in  the  Bay  Area  has  been  added 
to  the  Final  EIR,  page  24. 
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Mr.  B.  C.  Bachtold,  Deputy  District  Director  for  Mr.  T.  R.  Lammers , 
District  Director,  State  of  California  Department  of 
Transportation . 

Written  comments  in  letter  to  Douglas  Holmen,  Dept. 
of  City  Planning,  dated  July  13,  1976. 


Comment  75: 


Response  75 
Comment  76 : 


Response  76 
Comment  77 : 


Response  77 
Comment  7  8 : 


Response  78 


"We  have  reviewed  the  DEIR  in  a  general  way  without 
attempting  to  verify  detailed  data,  and  find  that 

the  proposed  development  would  have  a  significant 
adverse  effect  on  State  highway  traffic  conditions . " 

None 

"It  is  noted  that  the  DEIR  uses  a  freeway  capacity 
of  2,000  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour.     We  have  found 
that  the  maximum  sustained  capacity  of  a  freeway 
lane  is  usually  about  1,800  vehicles  per  lane  per 
hour,  although  some  facilities  do  accommodate  higher 
flow  rates,  particularly  if  ramp  control  is  utilized." 

See  responses  66  and  67. 

"Northbound  Route  101  between  Oyster  Point  on-ramp 
and  Old  Bayshore  off-ramp,  presently  carries  7,500 
vehicles  during  the  a.m,  peak  hour.   This  volume  is 
at  or  near  the  capacity  of  this  section  of  Route  101. 
Addition  of  about  1,000  northbound  trips  generated 
by  the  proposed  Executive  Park  will   increase  the 
demand  a.m.  northbound  traffic  to  8,500  vehicles  per 
hour,  well  in  excess  of  the  capacity  of  the  freeway." 

None 

Our  most  recent  counts   (1973)   indicate  that  southbound 
p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  on  the  Route  101  causeway 
(south  of  Harney  Road  on-ramp)   is  about  6,000  vehicles. 
Addition  of  1300  project  generated  vehicles  will 
increase  the  southbound  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  on 
Route  101  to  about  7,300  vehicles.     This  volume  is 
close  to  the  facility's  capacity  and  serious  conges- 
tion can  be  expected. 

The  1974  Caltrans  counts  indicate  that  the  southbound 
p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  is  5,600  vehicles.     The  addi- 
tion of  1,300  project  generated  vehicles  would  increase 
the  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  to  6,900  vehicles. 
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Comment  79:         "In  addition  to  the  effect  on  causeway  traffic  con- 
ditions, a  large  portion  of  the  1,300  southbound  p.m. 
peak  hour  project-oriented  traffic  is  expected  to 
continue  down  Route  101  through  the  Millbrae  inter- 
change.    This  interchange  presently  experiences  sig- 
nificant congestion  in  the  southbound  direction  during 
the  p.m.  peak  hour.     The  addition  of  even  a  small 
portion  of  project-generated  traffic  will  have  a  serious 
adverse  effect  on  the  already  unsatisfactory  condi- 
tions at  this  interchange." 


Response  79 :  None 

Comment  80:       "Project  generated  traffic  of  the  magnitude  projected 
in  the  DEIR  probably  will  have  adverse  impacts  on 
State  highway  traffic  conditions  at  the  Interstate  280- 
Route  101  Interchange  and  other  points.     These  impacts 
are  not  mentioned  in  the  DEIR. " 


Response  80:     The  proposed  project  is  south  of  the  Interstate  280- 
Route  101  Interchange.     Evening  peak  hour  project- 
generated  traffic  passing  the  280-Route  101  Interchange 
would  be  probably  less  than  100  vehicles  southbound 
and  200-250  northbound.  1 


Comment  81:       "In  the  first  paragraph  on  page  27  of  the  DEIR  there 
is  a  statement  that  'Caltrans  plans  a  sixth  north- 
bound lane  but  no  funds  have  yet  been  appropriated. 1 
To  insure  it  is  not  mistakenly  assumed  that  this  is 
a  through  traffic  lane  the  DEIR  should  explain  that 
the  proposed  modification  consists  of  adding  an  aux- 
iliary lane  about  0.4  mile  in  length  between  the  Harney 
Way  on-ramp  and  the  Third  Street  off-ramp.     It  is  not 
anticipated  financing  will  be  available  for  construc- 
tion of  the  auxiliary  lane  before  approximately  1980." 

Response  81:     The  clarification  is  made  in  the  Final  EIR  on  page  27. 

Mr.  James  Finn,  Director  of  Transportation,  Public  Utilities  Commission 

Comments  made  in  a  letter  to  Dr.  Selina  Bendix,  dated 
July  13,  1976. 


Comment  8  2 : 


"...it  will  be  helpful  if  the  Report  were  to  include 
a  map,  drawn  to  scale,  indicating  the  current  No.  29 
terminal  as  well  as  an  appropriate  location  for  the 
terminal  of  the  proposed  extension.     Once  this  informa- 
tion is  available  the  Railway  can  determine  if  the 
available  running  time  can  accommodate  the  extension. 


"1974  Caltrans  counts  for  the  280-Route  101  Interchange  were 
132,000  vehicles   (Average  Daily  Traffic).     Morning  peak  hour  was 
approxmately  5,600  vehicles  southbound  and  7,000  vehicles  north- 
bound.    Evening  peak  hour  was  about  5,600  vehicles  northbound  and 
7,000  vehicles  southbound. 
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Response  82:  Figure  11,  Volume  I,  page  32,  in  the  FEIR  shows  the 
number  29  terminal.     As  detailed  site  plans  have  not 
been  developed,  the  exact  location  of  a  proposed 
extension  of  the  number  29  terminal  is  not  deter- 
mined.    The  site  of  the  proposed  extension  would  be 
coordinated  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and 
the  Public  Utilities  Commission  by  the  project 
developers . 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION  NO.  7542 


WHEREAS,  A  draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  June  18,  1976,  has  been 
prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  connection  with  EE75.198,  San 
Francisco  Executive  Park,  Candlestick  Cove;  office  park  with  hotel  and  accessory 
commercial  uses,  requiring  ZM76.3,  on  the  property  described  as  follows: 

Property  in  the  South  Bayshore  area,  northwest  side  of 
Harney  Way,  adjacent  to  and  east  of  the  James  Lick  Freeway; 
Lot  69  in  Assessor's  Block  4991; 

and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  duly  filed  a  notice  of  completion  of  the  draft  report 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notice  and  re- 
quested comments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report  available  to  the  general  public 
and  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on 
said  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  July  22,  1976,  at  which  opportunity  was 
given  for  public  participation  and  comments;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  August  12,  1976,  has  been 
prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the  draft  environmental  impact  report,  any 
consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  in- 
formation that  became  available,  and  a  response  to  any  comments  that  raised  signi- 
ficant points  concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as  required  by  law;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  August  12,  1976,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  final  environmental 
impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures 
through  which  it  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  the  Guidelines  of  the  Secretary  for 
Resources  and  San  Francisco  requirements; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission  does  hereby  find 
that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  August  12,  1976,  concerning 
EE75.198,  San  Francisco  Executive  Park,  Candlestick  Cove;  office  park  with  hotel 
and  accessory  commercial  uses,  requiring  ZM75.3,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective 
and  does  hereby  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Report  in  compliance  with  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State  Guidelines; 

AMD  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifying  the  completion 
of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  have  a  signifi- 
cant effect  on  the  environment  in  that  (1)  considerable  increase  in  traffic  on 
Route  101  and  the  James  Lick  Freeway  would  be  evident,  and  (2)  considerable  increase 
in  air  pollution  in  the  vicinity  would  be  evident. 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVES,  That  the  Commission,  before  acting  on  the  project 
itself  under  Application  Ho.  ZM76.3  does  hereby  certify  that  it  has  reviewed  and 
considered  the  information  contained  in  said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
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CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


Resolution  No.  7542 
Page  Two 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  at  its  regular  and  special  meetings  on  August  12,  1976. 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 


AYES:  Commissioners  Bierman,  Finn,  Lau,  Mellon,  Rosenblatt,  Starbuck 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  None 

ABSTAINED:  Commissioner  Dearman 

PASSED:  August  12,  1976 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
RESOULTION  NO.    754  7 


WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  on  August  12,   19 76,  under 
Resolution  No.    754^ 'approved,  in  part,  /application  No.   ZM76.3  for  the 
reclassification  trom  M-l  and  R-l  to  C-2  of  the  property  described  as 
follows: 

South  Bayshore  area,  northwest  side  of  Harney  Way, 
adjacent  to  and  east  of  the  James  Lick  Freeway, 
Highway  101;  Lot  69  in  Assessor's  Block  4991;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Bayview  Hill-Candlestick  Cove  area  constitutes  a 
major  "gateway"  to  the  city  for  the  approximately  80,000  persons 
arriving  by  motor  vehicle  from  the  south  each  day;  and 

WHEREAS,   Bayview  Hill  is  a  prime  example  of  the  complex  of  hills 
known  widely  to  symbolize  San  Francisco  to  residents  and  non-residents 
and  is  so  recognized  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan  as  an  important  vista 
point  to  be  protected;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Urban'  Design  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  sets 
forth  policies  to  ensure  the  high  quality  of  design  for  buildings  to 
be  constructed  in  prominent  locations  such  as: 

1.  Recognize  and  protect  major  views,  with  particular  attention 
to  those  of  open  space  and  water. 

2.  Relate  buildings'   size  and  shape  to  their  visibility  in  the 
cityscape,   to  important  natural  features  and  to  existing 
development  because  these  qualities  determine  whether  they 
will  have  a  pleasing  or  disruptive  effect  on  the  image  and 
character  of  the  city. 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  believes  that  accordingly 
the  hill  should  remain  the  dominant  physical  feature  of  the  site 
relative  to  project  development  and  such  development  be  of  the  highest 
feasible  architectural  design  quality;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  property  described  above  is  adjacent  to  the  existing 
Bayview  Hill  Park,  adjacent  to  the  site  of  the  new  Shoreline  State 
Park  and  close  to  Candlestick  Park,  which  are  potential  large 
recreational  activity  generators;  and 

WHEREAS,   The  Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan 
calls  for  development  of  transit  as  the  primary  mode  of  travel  to  and 
from  downtown  and  all  major  activity  centers;  and 

WHEREAS,  Development  of  the  property  as  a  major  employment  and 
activity  center  without  controlled  automobile  access  to  the  site  could 
create  an  adverse  impact  on  the  surrounding  city wide  environment;  and 
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CITY  FLAMMING  COMMISSION 


-2- 


RESOLUTION  NO.  7547 


WHEREAS,   the  property  is  in  close  proximity  to  the  Little 
Hollywood  residential  community  and  development  of  the  property  as  a 
major  employment  and  activity  center  will  have  an  impact  on  this 
community;  and 

V7HEREAS,  Many  residents  of  Little  Hollywood  and  the  nearby 
residential  neighborhoods  in  Visitacion  Valley  and  the  South  Bayshore 
have  expressed  interest  in  and  support  for  commercial  office  develop- 
ment in  the  Candlestick  Cove  area; 

THEREFORE  EE  IT  RESOLVED,   That  any  applicant  to  develop  the 
property,  or  any  portion  thereof,   shall  be  requested  to  prepare  a 
master  plan  for  the  proposed  development,  in  consultation  with  the 
staff  of  the  Department,  which  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
the  following  components  for  all  phases  of  project  development: 

1.  Detailed  Site  Plan  indicating  location  of  buildings,  open 
spaces,  landscaping,  auto  and  pedestrian  circulation,  and 
parking  facilities. 

2.  Architectural  Plans,  elevations,  renderings,   scale  models 
and  building  specifications  which  conform  to  guidelines  set 
forth  herein  and  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco. 

3.  Landscaping  Plan  which  should  conform  to  guidelines  set 
forth  herein  and  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan.     This  Landscaping 
Plan  should  include,  but  not  be  limited  to: 

a.  Complete  coverage  of  the  highly  visible,  stepped  hillside 
with  trees,  shrubs  and  ground  covers. 

b.  Adequate  landscaping  to  screen  surface  parking  areas 
from  vantage  points  both  inside  the  project  area  and 
outside  the  property,   including  the  freeway  and  shore- 
line recreational  areas. 


c.  A  regular  schedule  for  maintaining  all  planted 
landscaped  are^s  in  a  healthy  growing  condition.  Any 
trees,   shrubs,  or  plants  which  fail  to  show  healthy 
growth  should  be  replaced. 

d.  A  proper  legally  binding  bond  or  other  security  or 
guarantee  satisfactory  to  the  City  Planning  Commission, 
approved  by  the  City  Attorney  as  to  form,   and  the  City 
Controller  as  to  surety,   to  be  in  an  amount  sufficient 
to  cover  the  cost  of  landscaping  the  project  shall  be 
posted  by  the  applicant  with  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  guaranteeing  completion  of  the  landscaping.  Use 
of  this  security  or  guarantee  to  install  the  landscaping 
shall  be  made  if  installation  of  the  landscaping  falls 
more  than  90  days  behind  the  approved  schedule  described 
in  the  Staging  Plan  for  the  project.     Said  posting  of 
this  security  or  guarantee  shall  occur  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  any  building  permits. 
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4„     Transportation  Access  Plan  which  should  conform  to  guidelines 
set  forth  herein  and  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan.  This 
Transportation  Access  Plan  should  include/  but  not  be  limited 
to: 

a.  Provision  of  adequate  transit  access  to  the  site,  in 
conjunction  with  public  transit  operators,  especially 
during  peak  hours  of  the  day . 

b.  Provision  of  private  shuttle  transit  to  supplement 
public  transit  where  necessary. 

c.  Auto  use  reduction  programs  to  be  carried  out  by  the 
developer  or  by  lessees  at  the  initiative  of  the 
developer  such  as: 

(1)  Employer-provided  incentives  to  transit  use. 

(2)  Carpool  and  vanpool  programs. 

(3)  Staggered  work  hours  program. 

d.  An  overall  parking  plan  which  takes  into  account  the 
provision  of  transit  to  the  site  and  the  use  of  multiple 
occupancy  vehicles  as  alternatives  to  automobile  use. 

5.  Affirmative  Action  Employment  Plan  which  should  include 
descriptions  of  programs  to  be  initiated  by  the  developer 

or  lessees  at  the  behest  of  the  developer  which  will  promote 
employment  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  residents, 
particularly  those  living  in  nearby  neighborhoods. 

6.  Staging  Plan  indicating  the  schedule  for  the  construction  of 
the  buildings  and  parking  facilities,   the  implementation  of 
the  Landscaping  Plan,   the  implementation  of  the  Transportatio 
Access  Plan,   and  the  implementation  of  the  Affirmative  Action 
Employment  Plan;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,   That  the  City  Planning  Commission  hereby 
directs  the  Department  staff  to  review  all  master  plans  and  subsequent 
building  permit  applications  for  the  Bayview  Hill-Candlestick  Cove 
area  and  to  submit  to  the  Commission  for  possible  review  under  its 
discretionary  powers  any  such  master  plan  or  building  applications 
that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department  staff  propose  construction  or 
use  which  would  result  in  detrimental  effects  on  the  property,  the 
surrounding  residential  neighborhoods  or  recreational  areas,  or  which 
would  be  in  conflict  v/ith  guidelines  set  forth  herein  or  with 
objectives  and  policies  in  the  City's  Comprehensive  Plan;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,   That  the  Zoning  Administrator  is  hereby 
directed  to  send  copies  of  this  resolution  to  the  applicant  and  to 
the  owners  of  properties  which  may  be  subject  to  discretionary  review 
as  a  result  of  the  adoption  of  this  resolution. 
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CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION  -4-  RESOLUTION  NO.    754  7 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  August  26, 
1976. 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 

AYES:        Commissioners  Bierman,  Dearrr.an,   Finn,  Lau  Mellon,  Rosenblatt, 
Starbuck. 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  None 

P/iSSED:     August  26,    19  7  5 
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